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Abstract 
Enrollment in online learning continues to grow in the higher education sector, along 
with persistent goals dedicated to achieving better student outcomes and lowering attrition rates. 
Improved student engagement has been shown to possibly reduce attrition rates through a greater 
sense of connectedness and decreased feelings of isolation among online learners. Through the 
development of a classroom community, the online learner may feel supported and engage more 
often in the learning process.  
The instructor plays a major role in the development of the classroom community. 
Instructor social presence may be the most important factor in building the relationships that 
foster learning and retention. Through communication, the instructor conveys the necessary 
immediacy behaviors required to cultivate these interpersonal relationships. Discovering 
methodology that can facilitate the development of instructor social presence and foster student 
engagement is necessary for improving online learning outcomes and retention.  
With improved technology that allows for enhanced communication in online 
classrooms, the use of asynchronous video may be an effective way to improve instructor social 
presence and student engagement. This quasi-experimental design aimed to determine whether 
asynchronous video or text-based communication increased students’ perceptions of instructor 
social presence and student engagement in an online graduate classroom. After analyzing the 
data, significance was found for student engagement based on the number of discussion posts, 
p=.003, and length of discussion posts, p=.012. Students in the group who received text-based 
communication demonstrated increased student engagement in voluntary discussion boards as 
opposed to students in the group who received asynchronous video. There was no significant 
difference found for instructor social presence between the two groups, p=.136. The participants 
of the study were students enrolled in two sections of an online Masters of Occupational Therapy 
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foundation course during the spring of 2017. All participants attended the University of St. 
Augustine for Health Sciences.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Online learning is an increasingly popular mode of delivery for students in today's higher 
education landscape. More than 25% of higher education students participate in at least one 
online course, and despite an overall decrease in higher education enrollments, online education 
enrollments continue to grow (Allen, Seaman, Poulin, & Straut, 2016). Regardless of evidence 
that student performance outcomes are similar between face-to-face and online education 
delivery, perceptions of the effectiveness of online learning have recently declined (Allen et al., 
2016). Faculty remain skeptical about the usefulness of online education for providing quality 
learning experiences (Allen et al., 2016). Online learning creates an atmosphere which allows for 
greater access to education by reducing the barriers of time and place, but it also changes the 
ability of peers and instructors to support each other through face-to-face interactions (O’Shea, 
Stone, & Delahunty, 2015). Text-based communication and the typically asynchronous nature of 
online learning can create feelings of disconnect or a transactional distance between students and 
instructors (Byrd, 2016; Estes, 2016). This transactional distance has been shown to reduce 
student engagement, which is a major predictor of student retention, and an area of concern for 
higher education institutions that offer online courses (Byrd, 2016; Estes, 2016). 
Higher education institutions struggle to improve student retention as student enrollment 
grows and the demand for positive student outcomes increase. Specifically, online education 
reportedly has higher attrition rates than traditional face-to-face classes (Xu & Jaggars, 2014). 
Allen et al. (2016) found that administrators of higher education institutions felt that student 
attrition in online courses was a significantly larger problem than in face-to-face courses. 
Students chose to drop out of courses for a variety of reasons, though in the online learning 
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environment, feelings of isolation caused by a lack of interaction with others, was a primary 
cause (Ali & Smith, 2015; Bowers & Kumar, 2015; McMahon, 2013).  
Feelings of isolation seem to pervade online learning and may be caused by a lack of 
interpersonal relationships with peers and faculty (Bowers & Kumar, 2015; McMahon, 2013). 
This lack of relationships leads to a perceived disconnection from the learning community 
(Bowers & Kumar, 2015; McMahon, 2013). Weiss (2000) asserted that through interpersonal 
relationships, the online learning environment becomes humanized, and allows students to feel 
they are connecting with real people behind the computer screen. Establishing humanity in an 
online course may help students feel committed to their learning and encourages them to engage 
in classroom activities (Weiss, 2000). Student engagement may be the most important method 
for increasing student retention in online courses (Angelino, Williams, & Natvig, 2007; Tinto, 
1997).  
While challenging to define, student engagement may be thought of as the cognitive, 
emotional, and behavioral effort students put into a course, as measured by their time, 
participation, feelings, and communication with instructors and peers (Dixson, 2015). 
Engagement requires students to take an active role in the learning process and be deliberate in 
the development of knowledge (Pittaway, 2012). Understanding student engagement is 
paramount as new educational policies push more people to enter secondary education. At the 
same time,  millions of students have dropped out of programs or require significant remediation 
(Lawson & Lawson, 2013). 
The important role of the instructor in facilitating and encouraging student engagement 
must be addressed when developing an online course. Chickering and Gamson (1987) 
established contact between students and faculty as one of the main principles for good practice 
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in higher education. The social interaction between instructors and students, developed by 
instructor social presence, creates a meaningful sense of classroom community which leads to 
improved engagement and decreased attrition (Bowers & Kumar, 2015). Instructor social 
presence may increase student engagement in the classroom through fostering group cohesion, 
affective expression, and open communication, as described in the Community of Inquiry (COI) 
framework (Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2000). To positively impact engagement and 
retention issues, it is essential to understand the methods for improving instructor social presence 
in an online classroom. 
Through improvements in technology, such as the use of video, instructor social presence 
may be easier to convey than in the earlier years of online education delivery. Using text-based 
communication, instructors may rely on the use of emoticons, humor, and addressing students by 
name to improve their perceptions of instructor social presence (Garrison et al., 2000). Verbal 
forms of teacher immediacy behaviors, such as facial expressions, body language, and vocal 
inflections, are not easily conveyed through text-based communication, yet they are essential for 
motivating students to participate (Estepp & Roberts, 2015; Mehrabian, 1971). Video technology 
may be an essential tool for developing students’ perceptions of instructor social presence 
because of the opportunity for instructors to convey both verbal and non-verbal instructor 
immediacy behaviors (Borup, Graham, & Velasquez, 2011; Griffiths & Graham, 2009; Ice, 
Curtis, Phillips, & Wells, 2007). As online learning grows in popularity, it is important to 
understand the ability of asynchronous video technology to improve instructor social presence, 
which may lead to improved student engagement and retention. 
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Statement of the Problem 
 The problem this study addressed is the challenge of using educational technology to 
improve student engagement in an online course. Engaging students in online courses has been 
shown to improve student retention, which is a major area of concern for online learning 
programs (Allen & Seaman, 2014; Atchley, Wingenbach, & Akers, 2013; Pazzaglia, Clements, 
Lavigne, & Stafford, 2016). Institutions are developing more online learning opportunities, and 
students are gravitating towards those options for many of their educational needs, despite 
continued concern about retention (Allen & Seaman, 2014; Xu & Jaggars, 2014). Online courses 
tend to be attractive options for non-traditional students who may not respond to the same 
teaching techniques as traditional students (O’Shea et al., 2015; Tilley, 2014). Studies focused on 
improving student outcomes in traditional classrooms cannot necessarily be translated into 
successful teaching techniques in the online class (Ortagus, 2017). Not only are the social 
interactions in online learning varied due to affordances in communication technology, but the 
students themselves are typically different than students in traditional classes. Students who 
choose to enroll in online courses are usually older and have non-academic commitments such as 
work or family (O’Shea et al., 2015; Tilley, 2014). In post-secondary education, online students 
may be returning to an academic role after several years of being outside the educational system. 
(O’Shea et al., 2015; Tilley, 2014). These students are termed non-traditional, and represent a 
rapidly growing population of students pursuing post-secondary education (Tilley, 2014). 
Understanding mechanisms to improve student retention in online classrooms and support the 
growing population of non-traditional students, is important for improving outcomes in online 
education. 
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Institutions need to understand factors that contribute to student retention and how to 
improve the aspects of online learning that impact student success, including student engagement 
(Dixson, 2010, 2015; Tinto, 1997). Promoting student engagement is challenging for educators 
without the natural social interaction which occurs in traditional classroom settings (Borup, 
West, Thomas, & Graham, 2014; Estepp & Roberts, 2015; Tichavsky et al., 2015). The social 
interaction between the student and instructor may be the most important factor influencing 
student engagement (Ma, Han, Yang, & Cheng, 2015; Zepke, Leach, & Butler, 2010). It has 
been suggested that instructor social presence may be a significant predictor of improved student 
engagement through its influence on the development of the instructor-student relationship (Ma 
et al., 2015; Phirangee et al., 2016).  
Prior research on the role of the instructor in promoting student engagement focused on 
the development of a sense of community, methods for communicating with students, and the 
general importance of communication between instructors and students (Bowers & Kumar, 2015; 
Byrd, 2016; King, 2014; Tomas, Lasen, Field, & Skamp, 2015). A substantial correlation 
between the instructor's role and student engagement was found (Byrd, 2016; Glazier, 2016; 
Phirangee et al., 2016). Several researchers developed the assumption that this correlation was a 
result of the instructor's social presence. However, instructor social presence as the predominate 
construct influencing student engagement has not been formally researched (Bowers & Kumar, 
2015; Glazier, 2016; K. Swan & Shih, 2005). Research on the role of the instructor in developing 
student engagement has been mostly qualitative-based, with little quantitative data to support or 
refute qualitative findings that indicate a relationship between the two constructs (Byrd, 2016; 
Glazier, 2016; K. Swan & Shih, 2005). Methods for utilizing technology, such as asynchronous 
video, used to increase the student’s perceptions of instructor social presence and student 
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engagement, has been limited as well (Borup et al., 2014; Glazier, 2016; Kushnir & Berry, 
2014). Therefore, this research study addressed the effect of asynchronous video versus text-
based communication on students’ perceptions of instructor social presence and the impact on 
student engagement in the online learning environment.  
Purpose of the Study 
As stated previously, the purpose of this quasi-experimental quantitative study was to 
determine the effect of asynchronous video, as compared to text-based communication, on 
student perceptions of instructor social presence and student engagement in an online graduate 
course. Student retention in online classes is a growing concern in higher education, and 
increasing student engagement may be a way to address this problem (Allen et al., 2016). 
Through facilitation of instructor social presence using asynchronous video and text-based 
communication in an online graduate course, instructors may be able to increase student 
engagement and thus reduce attrition.  
The University of St. Augustine for Health Sciences is in the process of converting many 
of its traditional classroom courses into blended or fully online classes. This study may help 
instructors and institutions who conduct graduate courses in an online environment increase 
student engagement, and reduce issues of retention, by understanding the utility of asynchronous 
video or text-based communication to alter student’s perceptions of instructor social presence. 
Theoretical Framework 
 Instructor social presence is a relatively new construct based on the Community of 
Inquiry (COI) framework originally described by Garrison, Anderson, and Archer (2000), which 
indicated that social, cognitive and teaching presence were essential components of the 
educational experience (see Figure 1).  
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Figure 1. Representation of the Community of Inquiry framework, indicating the educational 
experience as the intersection of cognitive, teaching, and social presences, which are influenced 
externally by the communication medium. Adapted from “The First Decade of the Community 
of Inquiry Framework: A Retrospective,” by D. R. Garrison, T. Anderson, and W. Archer, 2010, 
Internet and Higher Education, 13, p. 6. Copyright 2009 by Elsevier Inc. Reprinted with 
permission. 
 
Teaching presence and social presence are descriptions of two pieces of an educational 
environment that interact with one another to enable learning to occur by setting the climate for 
discourse and interpersonal communication (Garrison et al., 2000). Within this framework, the 
roles of the teachers and students are outlined as interconnected components which, along with 
the communication medium, are important to the overall success of the learning experience.  
Social presence refers to the ability of students and teachers to be perceived as "real" by 
demonstrating their personalities and other characteristics to the community (Garrison et al., 
2000). Social presence builds on the collaborative constructivist learning theory, which also 
posits that learning occurs when there is collaboration and social interaction to facilitate the 
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building of knowledge (Swan, Garrison, & Richardson, 2009). Short, Williams, and Christie 
(1976) originally defined social presence as “the degree of salience of the other person in the 
interaction and the consequent salience of the interpersonal relationships” (p.65). The authors 
believed social presence was a direct result of the quality of communication, and that the 
perceived level of social presence would vary depending on the media used. The quality of 
communication and degree of social presence depended largely on whether immediacy behaviors 
could be conveyed appropriately. The ability of others to perceive non-verbal immediacy 
behaviors varies according to the mode of communication used, including text and video, and is 
critical to the development of interpersonal relationships between the instructor and student 
(Borup et al., 2011; Borup, West, & Graham, 2012).   
Teaching presence was described by Garrison et al. (2000) as including “instructional 
management, building understanding, and direct instruction” (p. 24) that occurs within a course. 
The role of teaching presence in facilitating discourse is noted in the literature. Teaching must 
also include a high level of social presence in order to have the intended effect on student 
learning (Garrison et al., 2000; Lowenthal, 2016). The role of teaching presence is to encourage, 
acknowledge, reinforce and guide the educational process through reflection, assessment, and 
feedback. Some examples of teaching presence include structuring content, sharing personal 
values, and answering questions (Garrison et al., 2000). In an online course, clear 
communication and prompt feedback from instructors are valuable components of teaching 
presence that increase student satisfaction and improve student outcomes (Richardson et al., 
2015). 
While social and teaching presence were initially determined to be the responsibility of 
both the learner and the teacher (Rourke, Anderson, Garrison, & Archer, 2007), the focus of 
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research has mainly been on peer social presence and instructor teaching presence. There is a 
clear indication that the instructor’s role in social presence is important to the learning 
experience and that the teaching presence alone does not fully describe the student-teacher 
interaction that creates student engagement (Lowenthal, 2016; Pollard, Minor, & Swanson, 2014; 
K. Swan et al., 2009). The construct of instructor social presence has been developed to describe 
the overlap between teaching presence and social presence that is essential to online learning 
(Lowenthal, 2016; Richardson et al., 2015). Instructor social presence includes instructor 
attributes conveyed in a course that go beyond the structural organization and execution of the 
content (Sheridan & Kelly, 2010). This includes the way an instructor “positions him/herself 
socially and pedagogically in an online community” (Richardson et al., 2015, p. 259). Instructor 
social presence may significantly alter the student's experience of the course, which then impacts 
their engagement and their likelihood to persist.  
Kahu’s (2013) framework of student engagement also points to the importance of 
instructor social presence as a predicting factor in the development of student engagement (see 
Figure. 2). Within his framework, Kahu (2013) explained the complicated nature of student 
engagement as it manifests itself in affective, cognitive, and behavioral ways within a course. 
Significant for this study is the emphasis on interaction and participation as behavioral 
components of engagement, as well as the affective manifestations of interest and enthusiasm. 
Previous studies have looked at the amount or depth (interaction and participation) of discussion 
board posts to measure student engagement, but have not done so using voluntary discussions 
(Draus, Curran, & Trempus, 2014). Voluntary discussions require students to go beyond the 
requirements of the class, and in turn, allow them to demonstrate interest and enthusiasm for the 
course. 
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Figure 2. Kahu's (2013) framework explains the influence of structural and psychosocial 
antecedents on student engagement and the consequences of the development of engagement.  
This framework provides a basis for understanding the influence of relationships on the 
development of affective, cognitive, and behavioral engagement, as well as the ultimate 
consequence of student retention. Adapted from “Framing Student Engagement in Higher 
Education,” by E. Kahu, 2013, Studies in Higher Education, 38(5), p. 766. Copyright 2013 by 
Taylor and Francis Group. Reprinted with permission. 
 
Kahu’s (2013) framework illustrated the relationship between the communication 
medium (structural influences), the instructor-student relationship (psychosocial influences) and 
the effect of both on student engagement. The framework explored the consequences of student 
engagement which included retention as a distant result. This model implied a direct link 
between communication medium, instructor-student relationships, and student engagement, 
based on available literature. However, this relationship has not been explicitly researched and 
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the role of instructor social presence on the development of the instructor-student relationship 
has not been fully addressed (Kahu, 2013). 
Research Questions: 
 The purpose of this quasi-experimental quantitative study was to determine the effect of 
asynchronous video as compared to text-based communication on student’s perceptions of 
instructor social presence and student engagement in an online graduate course. Non-directional 
hypotheses were used because there is a lack of consensus and quantitative support in the 
literature for assuming a relationship between the variables that were studied.  
RQ1: Does instructor use of asynchronous video change students’ perceptions of 
instructor social presence in an online occupational therapy course? 
RQ2: Does instructor use of asynchronous video change student engagement in an online 
occupational therapy course? 
Hypotheses 
H10 There is no statistically significant difference in the level of perceived instructor 
social presence based on instructor use of asynchronous video. 
H1a There is a statistically significant difference in the level of perceived instructor social 
presence based on instructor use of asynchronous video.  
H20 There is no statistically significant difference in the level of student engagement 
based on instructor use of asynchronous video.  
H2a There is a statistically significant difference in the level of student engagement based 
on instructor use of asynchronous video. 
Organization of the Remainder of the Study 
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 This quasi-experimental, quantitative study examined the effects of asynchronous video 
versus text-based communication on student’s perceived instructor social presence and student 
engagement in an online course. Prior literature exploring the effects of video technology on the 
perceptions of instructor social presence is described. The impact of instructor social presence on 
the development of the instructor-student relationship and how those relationships impact student 
engagement is illustrated through existing literature. The significance of student engagement on 
the long-term outcomes of online student success, such as retention, is also defined.  
This study was conducted during the spring 2017 term at the University of St. Augustine 
for Health Sciences, using two sections of a first term Masters of Occupational Therapy course. 
Participants were enrolled in their first term of study in the Masters of Occupational Therapy 
program, and were automatically registered in a section of the OCT 5140–Domain of 
Occupational Therapy course. Registration was based on the students’ enrollment status as a 
campus (Group A) or Flex program (Group B) student. The specific details of the 
implementation of the research methodology is explained, using current literature and data to 
support the study methods. Data was analyzed using appropriate statistical analysis for a 
between-subjects design through SPSS software. Post-hoc tests were conducted as necessary. 
Conclusions and suggestions for further research were made based on the research results. 
Implications for application in an educational setting was addressed. The researcher was granted 
permission to perform this study by the University of St. Augustine for Health Sciences IRB 
committee (see Appendix A).   
Running head: VIDEO, INSTRUCTOR SOCIAL PRESENCE, ENGAGEMENT 13 
 
 
 
Definition of Key Terms 
 The key terms in the present study are related to the field of online higher education. 
They refer specifically to the use of different communication mediums for enhancing instructor 
social presence and student engagement. 
Face-to-Face Learning. A format of education delivery that allows for direct contact 
between the instructor and students, with either no online learning or technology enhanced 
learning that does not reduce face-to-face contact time (Graham, Woodfield, & Buckley 
Harrison, 2013). 
Online Learning. Also termed distance learning and e-Learning, online learning can be 
either completely online with no face-to-face educational delivery, or mostly online with 
occasional face-to-face contact employed for select activities (Graham et al., 2013) 
Blended Learning. A format of education delivery that allows for a combination of 
online and traditional (face-to-face) learning (University of St. Augustine, 2016b). Blended 
learning programs require a reduction in face-to-face contact time in lieu of increased online 
contact time (Graham et al., 2013).   
Flex Program. One of the program delivery options for the Masters of Occupational 
Therapy degree, which conducts at least 50% of a student’s coursework online, with most face-
to-face meetings reserved for lab activities on weekends (University of St. Augustine, 2016a) 
Campus Program. One of the program delivery options for the Masters of Occupational 
Therapy degree, which includes online and face-to-face instruction, with “some portions of the 
course content presented through a variety of interactive online activities and augmented by in-
class discussions” (University of St. Augustine, 2016a, p. 79). 
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Asynchronous Video. A type of technology that utilizes visual and auditory capturing to 
create a video which can be displayed to others at a separate date and time and has the potential 
to convey both verbal and non-verbal immediacy behaviors, similar to a traditional course 
(Borup et al., 2011; Short, Williams, & Christie, 1976). 
 Immediacy Behaviors. The verbal and non-verbal methods of communication used to 
create connections between people and form interpersonal interactions (Mehrabian, 1971). In a 
classroom, instructors demonstrating these behaviors can create a closeness between the 
instructor and the student (Borup et al., 2011). Immediacy behaviors can include eye contact, 
gestures, the use of humor, storytelling, facial expressions, and body posture (Borup et al., 2011; 
Mehrabian, 1971).  
Community of Inquiry. The framework that describes the relationship between 
cognitive presence, social presence, and teaching presence, as the key components to creating an 
educational experience within a community (Garrison et al., 2000). 
Social Presence. Establishing oneself as a “real person” to others in the online 
community through open communication, emotional expression, and group cohesion (Garrison et 
al., 2000). This involves the noticeable presence of the person and the interpersonal relationships 
within a communication (Short et al., 1976). 
Teaching Presence. Includes the elements of instructional design and organization, 
facilitation of discourse, and direct instruction that occurs in an online classroom and provides 
structure to the interactions between peers, instructors, and content. To be affective, teaching 
presence must include content dissemination, assessment, feedback, and discussion facilitation 
(Swan et al., 2008). 
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Instructor Social Presence. The overlap between teaching presence and social presence 
describes the interaction of the instructor within the online course. It is the representation of the 
instructor as a “live” person involved in the educational process (Richardson et al., 2015) and 
instructor attributes that go beyond the design and implementation of coursework (Sheridan & 
Kelly, 2010).  
Student Engagement. The affective, cognitive, and behavioral outputs a student 
demonstrates when taking part in learning activities, which are based on structural and 
psychosocial factors, and which lead to academic and social consequences (Kahu, 2013). 
Summary 
This chapter introduced student engagement as a critical issue in online education. It 
described how instructor social presence and asynchronous technology may be part of the 
solution to student engagement issues. Engagement impacts student outcomes, including 
retention in online learning programs (Ali & Smith, 2015; Byrd, 2016). The increased use of 
online learning as an educational model requires instructors and institutions to examine their 
practices to ensure student success through improving student engagement. Factors associated 
with improved student engagement were discussed. The role the instructor plays in increasing a 
student's willingness to participate in online learning was illustrated. Descriptions were provided 
about how instructor social presence might play a particularly important role in the development 
of the instructor-student relationship and provide a sense of community, both important 
contributors to student engagement. The impact of communication technology on the 
development of instructor social presence in an online course was explored. This study 
postulated that the use of asynchronous video in an online occupational therapy course would 
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positively impact students’ perceptions of instructor social presence and student engagement, 
more than text-based communication.  
This chapter also illustrated a lack of quantitative data to support previous researcher’s 
assumptions that a connection between instructor social presence and student engagement exists. 
Theoretical frameworks provided the basis for examining instructor social presence and student 
engagement as separate but intertwined concepts that may both be influenced by communication 
methods. The use of asynchronous video as an important and evolving educational tool was 
described, and the limitations of the current literature to support all three constructs – student 
engagement, instructor social presence, and asynchronous video – was presented.  
The use of asynchronous video and text-based communication to foster instructor social 
presence and student engagement, as measured by a Likert scale survey and discussion post data 
count was researched in the current study. Further evidence of the importance of student 
engagement, instructor social presence, and asynchronous video as used for online higher 
education learning is described and the methods, data analysis, results, and conclusions of this 
study are explained. Contributions of this research to the teaching and learning practices of 
online educators and institutions is addressed. It is believed that this study may help online or 
blended format instructors utilize the most appropriate communication medium to increase 
student engagement and improve the instructor-student relationship through increased instructor 
social presence.  
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 
Instruction in online education has moved beyond simple written text to establish 
communication between class participants (Revere & Kovach, 2011). Technological 
developments have created more opportunities for interaction, which allows for a better 
conveyance of immediacy behaviors and the establishment of relationships between students and 
teachers (Borup et al., 2011; Griffiths & Graham, 2009; Tomas et al., 2015). Enhanced 
communication may increase students’ engagement in online learning by developing a deeper 
sense of community and limiting feelings of isolation, which also improves student retention 
(King, 2014; McMahon, 2013; Tinto, 1997).  
Essential to the future of online learning is the ability of faculty and institutions to 
overcome retention issues, which continue to limit the success of students in the online 
environment (Allen & Seaman, 2014; Xu & Jaggars, 2014). Estes (2016) claimed that increasing 
student engagement directly contributed to a decline in student attrition rates, and faculty 
presence was a critical component to student engagement. Faculty presence included developing 
and sustaining an organized course infrastructure with clear expectations and communication, 
establishing a sense of classroom and institutional community, and facilitating self-directed 
learning (Estes, 2016). The concepts of faculty presence described by Estes (2016) closely 
resemble the concept of instructor social presence, which was defined by Richardson et al. 
(2015) as the overlap between the COI principles of teaching presence and social presence. This 
overlap constitutes the “live” parts of the course where the instructor facilitates discourse and 
delivers content, while also demonstrating that they are a real person through open 
communication and affective expression (Richardson et al., 2015). Investigating the factors 
involved in using technology to enhance instructor social presence and improve student 
engagement in online classes is essential for combating student issues, such as retention.  
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Asynchronous video may be one way to use technology for improving student 
engagement by increasing students’ perceptions of instructor social presence. Online learning is 
criticized for its lack of humanization, or the inability of faculty and peers to perceive each other 
as real, without the audio and kinesthetic clues afforded by face-to-face interaction (Weiss, 
2000). Humanization is similar to the construct of social presence, which is the ability of 
participants in the learning environment to present themselves as real individuals during 
communication (Garrison et al., 2000; Weiss, 2000). The ability of asynchronous video to 
convey the verbal and non-verbal immediacy cues necessary to create closeness and increase 
social presence is indicated in the literature (Borup et al., 2011, 2012, 2014). The online 
education environment requires students to have increased self-direction and independent 
learning skills, which can be challenging for students who are not prepared (Xu & Jaggars, 
2014). The use of asynchronous video to create a connection between students and instructors 
through instructor social presence may increase student engagement. 
In most online learning literature the role of the instructor in the online class has been 
minimized secondary to the establishment of social interactions between peers (Lowenthal, 
2016). More recently, the focus of education research has shifted back to the importance of 
online instructors, and their role in facilitating the learning process, engaging students, and 
increasing student satisfaction (Estes, 2016; Ma et al., 2015). Phirangee et al. (2016) suggested 
that the instructor-student relationship may be paramount to the development of a sense of 
community in online learning, and the biggest influence on student participation. Instructor 
social presence may be even more important than peer-to-peer social presence for influencing 
student participation and overall student success (Phirangee et al., 2016). Chickering and 
Gamson (1987) described the principles of good practice in higher education teaching, which 
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included the importance of instructor-student interaction. These principles, though originally 
developed for face-to-face teaching, have been widely implemented in online education (Oncu & 
Cakir, 2011). Developing instructor-student communication is essential to student motivation 
and involvement in the learning process (Chickering & Gamson, 1987). 
Imperative to the development of the student-teacher relationship is the instructor’s use of 
social presence to create an atmosphere of open communication, group cohesion, and effective 
expression, as defined by the COI framework (Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2010; Pollard et 
al., 2014). Through instructor social presence, humanization of the instructor allows students to 
develop a deeper connection to the learning community and feel motivated by their interactions 
with a real individual (Estepp & Roberts, 2015; Glazier, 2016; Griffiths & Graham, 2009; Weiss, 
2000). The ability of asynchronous video to convey verbal and non-verbal immediacy behaviors 
creates a greater sense of community, and may allow for a better expression of instructor social 
presence (Estepp & Roberts, 2015; Griffiths & Graham, 2009). Instructor social presence is often 
cited as the potential mediating factor between the use of asynchronous video and student 
engagement, but a direct investigation into this connection does not exist (Glazier, 2016; 
Mcdowell, 2011; Tomas et al., 2015; Zak, 2015). Additionally, the development of instructor 
social presence by asynchronous video has been qualitatively established in the literature, but it 
has not been supported by quantitative data (Borup et al., 2014). A quantitative study regarding 
the ability of asynchronous video to enhance instructor social presence and student engagement 
in an online class is necessary for the development of online teaching andragogy. 
 Understanding the influence of asynchronous video on students’ perceptions of instructor 
social presence may help online and blended format instructors facilitate the necessary student-
teacher relationships to build a sense of classroom community, and encourage student 
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engagement (Borup et al., 2014; Glazier, 2016). Examining the historical foundations of online 
learning and adult learning theory demonstrates the evolution of online instruction and the 
usefulness of technology to improve andragogy and student outcomes. Through the lens of the 
previously established COI framework and Kahu’s Student Engagement framework, an 
underlying connection between the communication medium, instructor social presence, and 
student engagement can be viewed. Research suggested a significant relationship between the 
role of the instructor and student engagement in an online classroom, along with the important 
long-term consequences of student retention based on student engagement levels (Bowers & 
Kumar, 2015). While the role of the instructor has been verified, the way in which that role is 
established is less clear (Lowenthal, 2016; Pollard et al., 2014). Indications from the literature 
suggested that instructor social presence may be a significant factor in student engagement 
(Borup et al., 2014). Understanding the relationship between instructor social presence and 
student engagement, and the utilization of asynchronous video for developing both in an online 
course, may be critical to the future of online learning and should be further explored.  
Historical Foundations of Online Learning 
 Distance education began with correspondence courses that required little to no 
interaction with others but relied on the postal service and text-based exchanges to reach a new 
population of learners previously inaccessible (Caruth & Caruth, 2013). According to Caruth and 
Caruth (2013), over time and through many developments in technology, distance education has 
advanced into online learning, which touts the ability to educate learners in a way comparable to 
face-to-face learning. The idea of distance education arose from the need to reach a new 
population of learners who did not have access to face-to-face courses (Caruth & Caruth, 2013). 
Correspondence courses were the solution to a social justice issue, providing education to adults 
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who would not have had the ability to attend school otherwise (Archer & Garrison, 2010). The 
idea of inclusivism and reaching learners in a flexible manner, which eliminates the barriers of 
time and space, continues to dominate the dialogue surrounding online learning. Today the new 
generation of online learners are not only the students unable to access face-to-face classes but 
are in essence, all learners at any level of schooling (Archer & Garrison, 2010). Online learning 
is being embraced in primary, secondary, and post-secondary education, with a significant body 
of research growing to support its use in all practice areas (Caruth & Caruth, 2013).  
Over time, generations of distance education courses have been distinguished by the 
types of technology utilized to connect students, instructors, and content. Archer and Garrison 
(2010) are among several researchers who have attempted to classify the generations of online 
learning. Their model will be the focus of the current discussion due to its emphasis on the 
methods of communication for distinguishing generations of distance education. First generation 
distance education included correspondence courses that used a single print medium for 
communication. Considered slow asynchronous distance education, this generation of courses 
addressed the barriers of time and space, but lacked responsiveness, and impersonal 
communication led to high dropout rates. Almost immediately, improving communication 
became the focus of distance educators, who attempted to reduce retention issues by utilizing 
telephone and occasional face-to-face meetings to improve student satisfaction. This early 
attempt at synchronous and blended learning was the first revolution in distance education and a 
significant transition to focusing on creating a connection between learners and instructors 
(Archer & Garrison, 2010). 
Generation Two, also called synchronous distance education, closely resembled 
traditional classroom instruction and improved communication by allowing for two-way 
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discussions between instructors and students (Archer & Garrison, 2010). Unfortunately, the 
improved communication afforded by audio, and occasionally video conferencing, removed the 
benefit of learning at different times. Generation Two resulted in an increased ability for distance 
learners to participate in learning communities and construct knowledge through social 
interaction, which led to higher student satisfaction and retention. However, the lack of 
flexibility in the delivery of this mode of learning in that Generation Two distance education 
became more of an add-on tool for traditional classes, and not a separate mode of educating 
(Archer & Garrison, 2010). 
Generation Three distance education is considered asynchronous distance education, and 
comprises what most people term e-learning or online education (Archer & Garrison, 2010).  The 
rise of the internet and the use of computers to transmit knowledge and communication across 
time and space has allowed for the benefits afforded by the first generation of distance education, 
combined with the connectedness and presence enabled by the second generation (Archer & 
Garrison, 2010). While critics continue to question the efficacy of online education as a 
comparable or even superior way of educating learners, research trends indicate that online 
learning is both adequate for educating students, and rising in popularity (Allen & Seaman, 2014; 
Caruth & Caruth, 2013).  
In higher education, online learning is a desirable method for institutions to adopt due to  
the changing demographics of learners entering higher education institutions and the need to 
reduce the cost of education (Caruth & Caruth, 2013). Growth in technology continues to 
improve the methods and means for delivering online education in an interactive and 
constructive way. Throughout the development of online learning, theories have emerged to 
address the changing landscape of education and to inform instructor practices. Particularly of 
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interest for this study is adult learning theory because the population being studied is higher 
education students in a post-secondary university. 
Adult Learning Theory 
 Theories of adult learning have progressed over the last several decades. Their primary 
goal has been trying to explain the ways in which adult learners obtain knowledge, the roles of 
the learning community, and the motivations behind adult learning. While no one theory 
dominates the literature on adult learning, discourse over the appropriateness and applicability of 
various models creates an understanding of the complexity of the adult education field. 
Transformative Learning Theory, Andragogy, and Self-Directed Learning Theory, are primary 
concepts mentioned in the discussions of adult learning theory in current literature (Archer & 
Garrison, 2010; Merriam, 2001).  
Transformative Learning Theory assumes that adult learners already have experiences 
and beliefs that shape their way of viewing the world, and acquiring new knowledge requires 
students to transform their internal frames of reference (Mezirow, 1997). Essential to this 
learning theory is the ability of adults to be autonomous and responsible for their own thinking 
(Mezirow, 1997). In Transformative Learning Theory, the goal of educators is to help adult 
learners develop the critical thinking and inquiry skills necessary to cultivate knowledge through 
discourse, problem-solving, group collaboration, and independent inquiry (Mezirow, 1997). 
Through self-direction, adult learners can refine their previous frames of reference to 
accommodate new knowledge and develop autonomy (Mezirow, 1997). This theory is similar to 
the concept of andragogy, which is also relevant to adult learning theory. 
The term andragogy was developed to describe the field of educating adult learners. 
According to Blackely and Sheffield (2015), andragogy assumes that the adult learner is 
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independent and self-directed, has life experiences to draw from, seeks knowledge that can be 
immediately applied, is ready to learn, and is intrinsically motivated to learn. Developed by 
Malcolm Knowles, andragogy has been criticized as not necessarily describing an adult learner 
but is better used to describe a more mature or developed learner, which does not equate to the 
age of the learner (Archer & Garrison, 2010).  
The principles of andragogy have been explained as more learner-focused, as opposed to 
pedagogy, which is more teacher-focused (Blackley & Sheffield, 2015). This distinct and 
important difference offers a model for viewing the adult learner and provides guidance for 
creating courses that place the learner at the center of the process. Through the lens of 
andragogy, learners must work in a cooperative, collaborative environment where they are 
interested in the information and can see a direct impact on their abilities and knowledge 
(Knowles, 1984). What is necessary for adult learning is for students to understand why they are 
learning. It is essential to move learners beyond mere memorization to solving problems, 
applying knowledge, and actualizing the information in real scenarios (Knowles, 1984). Strongly 
linked with both constructivist and experiential learning theory, andragogy provides one model 
for viewing adult learning, which emphasizes the independence of the learner.  
Self-directed learning is an important construct within adult and online learning theory. 
This type of learning emphasizes the central role the adult learner plays in the educational 
process (Garrison, 1997; Merriam, 2001). The self-directed learning model developed by 
Garrison (1997) explores the relationships between self-management, self-monitoring, and 
motivation, as interrelated constructs that work together to help adult learners form knowledge. 
Self-directed learning implies that a person can lead their own learning.  This includes not only 
the cognitive ability to learn but also the motivation and self-management processes needed for 
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obtaining learning outcomes (Garrison, 1997). Relevant to aspects of the current research is the 
effect of this relationship between the adult learner and the instructor on creating an environment 
conducive to self-directed learning. 
Classroom Community 
Creating an environment suited for the development of self-directed learning, which also 
motivates students, requires building a classroom community. Rovai (2002) explored the ability 
of instructors to create a classroom community in an online setting. Based on the four 
dimensions of spirit, trust, interaction, and common expectations related to goals and learning, a 
classroom community allows learners to feel supported and capable. Spirit included the learner’s 
feelings of cohesion and membership in a group. This helps reduce feelings of isolation, which 
can lead to retention issues. Trust illustrated the learner's ability to rely on others to provide 
accurate and credible information, as well as supportive discourse. Interaction is both the means 
and the ends of a classroom community. Students must interact to develop a sense of community, 
but building a sense of community allows for interaction. Common expectations important to 
building a sense of community included the learner's commitment to quality and the educational 
purpose of the community (Rovai, 2002). Related to self-directed learning, and adult learning 
theories, the classroom community allows for the development of autonomy, self-regulation, and 
intrinsic motivation necessary for pursuing educational goals. Once thought to be impossible in 
an online environment, classroom community has been established as a motivating factor that 
positively influences online learner outcomes (Byrd, 2016). 
Byrd (2016) described the classroom community as a system that may enhance the online 
student's experience and leads to improved student engagement. A key aspect of classroom 
community is the students’ willingness to engage in the learning process (Byrd, 2016; Rovai, 
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2002; Tinto, 1997). Essential to the development of classroom community is the interaction 
between learners and instructors (Byrd, 2016). Beyond just the instructor-student relationship, 
the development of a community in general has been shown to be a positive predicting influence 
on student engagement. Byrd (2016) established that a sense of community is essential for the 
student experience and student success, as well as a direct contributor to student engagement. 
The researcher suggested that social presence and interaction are essential for the development of 
a classroom community and student engagement. A sense of classroom community may predict 
students’ persistence in online learning by encouraging engagement and social interaction, which 
leads to reduced feelings of isolation and loneliness (Tinto, 1997).  
In a similar manner, Rovai (2002) explained that developing a sense of classroom 
community can positively influence a student’s persistence by increasing the amount of 
information exchange that occurs between learners, and improving student commitment and 
satisfaction with the online learning experience. Developing a classroom community in the 
online learning environment can impact the student’s ability to be successful, autonomous, and 
participatory. A sense of classroom community can improve discourse and collaborative 
learning, which leads to transformations in thinking and self-directed practices for future 
learning (Rovai, 2002).  
Important to this study was the use of classroom community as a method for motivating 
students to engage in learning beyond what is required to earn a particular grade in the course. In 
this study, the development of classroom community was purposefully used to develop self-
directed learners who were intrinsically motivated to participate in academic activities. A sense 
of community provides the necessary affective support for students, through interactions with 
peers and instructors (Rovai, 2002). These personal interactions lessen the inherent transactional 
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distance in an online course which allows students to feel supported, and subsequently increases 
student engagement in the overall learning experience (Byrd, 2016; Rovai, 2002; Tinto, 1997). 
By increasing instructor social presence, the assumption was made that a stronger sense of 
classroom community would be developed and in turn students would be more inclined to 
engage in voluntary discussions. The self-directed nature of online learning makes it critical to 
develop learners who are self-regulated so student outcomes and persistence may also improve 
(Glazier, 2016). One particular method for developing a sense of classroom community may be 
the use of video to engage students (Moore, 2014). 
Asynchronous Video 
 As communication technology has developed, a significant amount of research has 
investigated the efficacy of text, audio, and video communication to enhance student outcomes 
in online learning. In the early days of online learning, text-based communication used in online 
teaching was criticized for its inability to convey the verbal, and nonverbal immediacy behaviors 
thought to be essential for critical discourse (Weiss, 2000). Garrison, Archer, and Anderson 
(2000) found that text-based communication was sufficient for conveying some immediacy 
behaviors and allowing the development of social presence among learners. Other researchers 
felt a lack of humanization in online learning was a direct contributor to students’ feelings of 
isolation and high attrition rates (Ali & Smith, 2015; McMahon, 2013; Weiss, 2000). As 
asynchronous video became available to all educators, researchers began working to determine if 
this new communication medium was the solution to student outcome issues (Borup et al., 2011, 
2012, 2014). Subsequent studies have confirmed that asynchronous video can be a valuable 
educational tool for online learning, though understanding the mechanism for its positive effect 
has received little attention (Borup et al., 2011, 2012, 2014).  
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A significant body of literature has established asynchronous video as an important 
medium for creating a relationship between instructors and students (Borup et al., 2011, 2012, 
2014; Glazier, 2016). A series of articles researching the use of asynchronous video in online 
courses provided qualitative and mixed methods data to suggest that asynchronous video is 
effective in conveying immediacy behaviors, social presence, and establishing an emotional 
connection between all members of the classroom community, including teachers and peers 
(Borup et al., 2011, 2012). Other researchers have found that asynchronous video is superior to 
text-based communication for motivating students, by making the instructor feel more present 
and developing a sense of community (Borup et al., 2014; Glazier, 2016; Griffiths & Graham, 
2009; Moore, 2014).  
Humanization is one way that asynchronous video has been able to change the face of 
online learning to develop stronger connections between instructors and students (Glazier, 2016). 
According to Weiss (2000) online learning devoid of audio and visual cues does not allow 
students to feel like they are communicating with real people, but that they are learning in a 
sterile, lonely environment, which leads to retention and engagement issues. The introduction of 
asynchronous video to online learning may allow for increased humanization of instructors in the 
online classroom. Glazier (2016) found that video announcements humanized the instructor of an 
online class by building their rapport with students, which in turn affected student retention. By 
facilitating open communication and allowing for affective expression, asynchronous video is 
able to convey social presence while also allowing the instructor to deliver content. These 
findings support the use of asynchronous video for conveying instructor social presence which 
impacts student engagement (Glazier, 2016). 
Running head: VIDEO, INSTRUCTOR SOCIAL PRESENCE, ENGAGEMENT 29 
 
 
 
Unique to this study is the examination of the usefulness of asynchronous video to 
increase student’s perceptions of instructor social presence in a fully online course. Borup et al. 
(2014) explored the use of asynchronous video versus text-based communication for conveying 
instructor social presence in a blended course, using a mixed-methods approach. These 
researchers studied the use of asynchronous video for providing assignment feedback. 
Quantitative analysis of the data did not indicate any significant difference in the students’ 
perceptions of instructor social presence between the two groups. Through qualitative analysis, 
the researchers did find significant indications that instructor social presence was impacted by 
video technology. Student interviews revealed that participants felt video made it easier to feel 
connected, was more personal, allowed for more interaction, and expressed more emotions than 
text-based feedback. Borup et al. (2014) attributed these contradictory findings to the blended 
environment in which the study was conducted. Notably, the researchers emphasized that the 
face-to-face component of the blended environment may have allowed students to perceive 
instructor social presence despite the medium of feedback, and suggested a similar study be 
conducted in an entirely online environment (Borup et al., 2014).  
Kushnir and Berry (2014) investigated the use of educational technology on student 
satisfaction in online courses and found that asynchronous video led students to feel more 
connected than text-based communication. This led to improved student satisfaction. The study 
participants reported these feelings were due to increased instructor social presence. In fact, the 
higher the perceived instructor social presence, the higher the student satisfaction, and the more 
connected the students felt to the instructor (Kushnir & Berry, 2014). Video messaging may 
allow instructors to demonstrate necessary immediacy behaviors to convey themselves as real 
people to the students, and create a deeper sense of community in the online classroom. 
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The literature also suggests a connection between the use of asynchronous video and 
increased student engagement (Chen, Lambert, & Guidry, 2010; Draus et al., 2014; Ma et al., 
2015; Mcdowell, 2011; Tomas et al., 2015). Draus et al. (2014) found that as little as one hour of 
instructor-generated video content increased student participation in discussion forums by more 
than 14%. The authors attributed this increase in student engagement to the increased instructor 
teaching and social presence created by the videos. This particular study did not account for the 
additional increase in instructor engagement that also occurred in the discussion forums of the 
group who received instructor videos, making it challenging to attribute the results directly to the 
use of video (Draus et al., 2014).  
Borup et al. (2011) studied the use of asynchronous video in blended classrooms as a 
method for communication utilized by both instructors and students. Student qualitative 
responses to the use of video indicated that there was a higher conveyance of instructor 
immediacy behaviors and social presence than in online portions of the course that did not use 
video. Asynchronous video allowed for flexibility in learning while still developing a connection 
to the instructor which improved student satisfaction with the course. While some students did 
not see the benefits of asynchronous video over text-based communication, the positive feedback 
on the use of video in blended courses was evident based on qualitative analysis (Borup et al., 
2011). 
Zak (2015) alternatively found that asynchronous video positively impacted development 
of a sense of community among students but did not specifically enhance student engagement. 
Again, through qualitative means, the researcher was able to establish that students felt 
asynchronous video improved the humanization of the course and improved their understanding 
of the course material. These findings were not supported through the quantitative means used in 
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this study. The outcome of this research furthers the idea that asynchronous video may not be 
directly linked to student engagement but is mediated by the building of community, and perhaps 
the role of instructor social presence (Zak, 2015). 
Repeatedly researchers utilizing asynchronous video have attributed an increase in 
student engagement to the development of the instructor-student relationship and establishment 
of a learning community, which is created by the audio and visual presence of the instructor 
(Chen et al., 2010; Mcdowell, 2011; Tomas et al., 2015). However, this notion, based on the 
qualitative comments of participants and justified through immediacy behavior theory, has not 
been directly investigated (Borup et al., 2011; Chen et al., 2010; Mcdowell, 2011; Tomas et al., 
2015). Additional study on the efficacy of asynchronous video to improve both instructor social 
presence and student engagement is needed to determine whether asynchronous video is a 
preferable method of instructor-student communication in online learning.  
Student Engagement 
 Student engagement is an important predictor of student outcomes, such as retention, in 
online learning and has gained recent attention in education literature because of the challenge 
educators face when trying to impact student engagement in an online environment (Ali & 
Smith, 2015; Estes, 2016; McMahon, 2013). Previous studies have shown that student retention 
issues decline as engagement increases in online courses and that early engagement is a key 
factor in predicting student persistence (Angelino et al., 2007). Potentially thought of as energy 
in action, engagement represents the affective, behavioral, and cognitive energy that one expends 
in a school or classroom, which influences learning outcomes (Lawson & Lawson, 2013).  
 Lawson and Lawson (2013) described affective engagement as the student’s emotional, 
psychological and social attachments that occur in the learning environment and can be related to 
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student interest, enjoyment, boredom or anxiety during learning activities. In a broader sense, 
affective engagement refers to the student's feelings of belonging and their relationship to their 
peers, instructors and the larger institutions. Positive affective engagement leads to increased 
motivation to persist in academic challenges. Cognitive engagement includes the student’s 
investment in the learning activity and their disposition towards school. This includes the amount 
of energy they exert towards school work and their willingness to persist despite difficulties in 
learning. High cognitive engagement indicates higher self-regulation and metacognition, which 
leads to improved student outcomes and retention. Behavioral engagement is the most visible 
form of student engagement and includes the amount of time a student spends on a task, their 
participation in learning activities, and their willingness to follow the rules and social norms of 
the classroom (Lawson & Lawson, 2013). All three categories of engagement are important to 
the development of the online learner and their ability to be successful in the classroom.   
 Pittaway (2012) further elaborated on the concept of student engagement by emphasizing 
the role of the instructor in the teaching and learning process. The Engagement Framework she 
described emphasized that the relationships developed within the learning environment are 
essential to engagement. Based on the concept that students and instructors must simultaneously 
be active participants in the learning process, student engagement can be described as a 
reciprocal process between the student and the learning context. Active, self-directed and 
collaborative learning are emphasized in this framework of student engagement, which 
reinforces the importance of the role of the instructor (Pittaway, 2012). The online teacher may 
have the most substantial influence on student engagement over all other factors, such as 
intrinsic motivation and external rewards (Zepke et al., 2010). Building rapport between teachers 
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and students can influence a student’s level of engagement, and has been shown to effectively 
improve retention in online classes (Bowers & Kumar, 2015; Glazier, 2016; Heyman, 2010). 
Engagement requires faculty to be simultaneously engaged in the learning process. 
Members of the learning community must also develop constructive interpersonal relationships, 
and students need to take responsibility for their personal learning (Pittaway, 2012). Within these 
requirements is the essential aspect of developing the instructor-student relationship in order to 
improve student engagement (Estepp & Roberts, 2015). Communication between the student and 
instructor leads to increased student engagement and higher student motivation (Estepp & 
Roberts, 2015). The influence of the instructor on student engagement is an important construct 
as research continues to establish engagement as a strong predictor of positive student outcomes 
including retention.  
Kahu’s (2013) student engagement framework provided a backdrop for understanding the 
complex nature of engagement and how multiple variables influence the development of student 
engagement in an educational setting. The framework also explored the influence of student 
engagement on student outcomes, including retention. Based on existing literature, the 
framework provided perspective on how technology and instructor social presence may impact 
the development of student engagement, which is important for the current study.  
 Kahu’s (2013) framework explored student engagement as a multifaceted construct with 
affective, behavioral, and cognitive components. Affective components include student 
enthusiasm, interest and belonging (Kahu, 2013). These concepts are important for the 
development of a learning community and are further supported by Rovai’s (2002) findings, 
which indicated that affective support may address student persistence issues and is linked to 
student engagement (Ali & Smith, 2015; McMahon, 2013). Cognitive components of 
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engagement include deep learning and self-regulation factors, both of which are necessary for 
student learning and success in the classroom (Kahu, 2013). The behavioral aspects of time and 
effort, interaction, and participation are most typically associated with student engagement  
(Kahu, 2013). These outward signs of engagement are the easiest to measure in an objective 
manner and are therefore a common way of collecting data about online student engagement 
(Draus et al., 2014). Kahu’s (2013) framework suggested that the structural and psychosocial 
influences of the institution and students impacted the development of student engagement. 
Specifically, the psychosocial influence of the teacher-student relationship is important for the 
current study.  
The instructor-student relationship. The instructor-student relationship has been shown 
to be a major influence on the development of student engagement. It has been suggested that 
instructors should focus on designing activities that specifically enhance the instructor-student 
relationship if their goal is to improve student engagement (Ma et al., 2015). Other research 
investigating how to improve student engagement indicated that the development of student-
teacher rapport, instructor feedback, and the instructor's ability to convey information about the 
class were all important to online students (Estepp & Roberts, 2015; King, 2014). The thread in 
these key elements is the essential role the instructor plays in the development of student 
engagement. 
In a study aimed at describing the experience of engagement in the online classroom 
O’Shea et al. (2015) used qualitative student feedback to illustrate the important role of the 
instructor in the development of a student’s sense of community and engagement in online 
learning. In this study, several students pointed to the importance of the presence of the 
instructor in the course as a vital component to their learning. One student specifically mentioned 
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that the instructors increased engagement in the online discussions, and facilitated their 
engagement in the course (O’Shea et al., 2015). This description of the instructor’s social 
presence enhancing the student’s willingness to engage is an important observation to further 
evaluate through quantitative research.  
Student volition. In addition to the importance of the instructor, the importance of 
student volition in academic engagement must be evaluated (Poll, Widen, & Weller, 2014). 
Unique to this study is the use of voluntary discussion boards as a measurement of student 
engagement. The use of voluntary discussion boards allows students to express their affective, 
cognitive, and behavioral engagement in the learning community. Affective engagement is 
demonstrated by their interest in discussing course-related information above and beyond what is 
required of the class. Cognitive engagement is demonstrated by the self-regulated and self-
directed learning occurring by thinking about, discussing, and developing meaning from non-
required discussions. Behavioral engagement is demonstrated through participation and time and 
effort that is not required for external reward but may result in an intrinsic reward. Voluntary 
discussions allow for expression of all three forms of engagement and are a unique feature of the 
current research. According to Poll et al. (2014) one of the most important principles of online 
student engagement, especially when working with adult learners, is to be flexible and 
individualized in learning options. Student-centered learning may be achieved by demonstrating 
flexibility and sensitivity to the unique needs of the learner (Poll et al., 2014). While compulsory 
participation has its place in creating discourse and holding students accountable, voluntary 
participation may be a better representation of true self-directed learning and student engagement 
(Gulati, 2008). 
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Kahu’s (2013) framework, along with the approaches of other theorists, provided an 
understanding of the important and complex role of student engagement in the learning 
experience. With the significant impact on student outcomes, specifically retention, student 
engagement is an important factor to account for when designing an online learning curriculums. 
Understanding the contributing roles of the instructor, students, and institution to the 
development of student engagement is central to developing online teaching practices. More 
recently the role of the instructor has been the focus of research. 
Role of the Instructor 
 Faculty participation is a key factor in the development of student engagement, with 
faculty visibility and the development of personal connections between students and faculty as 
key components for creating a classroom community conducive to student engagement (Estes, 
2016). Student satisfaction with an online course often includes considerations of faculty 
availability and interactivity, making it essential for faculty to establish a presence in online 
courses (Estes, 2016). It may be more challenging in an online course for instructors to project 
their availability to students. This requires instructors to develop strategies to enhance their 
visibility and their ability to provide support remotely to students (Bowers & Kumar, 2015). 
Bowers and Kumar (2015) found that in comparison to face-to-face classes, online instructors 
were better able to project their presence and create a sense of connectedness between learners 
and instructors, ultimately leading to greater student engagement and success. The instructor's 
ability to communicate clear expectations, help students stay on track, and provide feedback 
were found to be the most influential behaviors in enhancing students’ sense of connectedness 
(Bowers & Kumar, 2015).  
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The role of the instructor is not only to provide basic information but to mentor and 
support the online learner for the development of classroom community, a sense of 
connectedness, and student outcomes (Bowers & Kumar, 2015; Estes, 2016; Sheridan & Kelly, 
2010). The specific role of the instructor related to their teaching and social presence, and the 
impact on the development of student engagement, requires additional investigation.  
Community of Inquiry (COI) 
 The COI framework, developed by Garrison, Anderson, and Archer (2000) represented 
the interplay of cognitive, teaching, and social presence as the driving forces for creating 
educational experience for students in an online environment. While it has undergone revisions 
over the years, the core principles of this popular model for examining online learning 
experiences has largely remained the same. Cognitive presence is described as the ability of the 
learner to create meaning from information and is essential to the development of critical 
thinking skills. Teaching presence includes the design and facilitation of learning experiences 
and plays a supportive role in cognitive and social presence. Included in teaching presence is 
course design, content delivery, and discussion facilitation that occurs during a class which 
drives the educational process forward. Social presence is defined as the ability to project oneself 
as a real person and is demonstrated through affective expression, open communication, and 
group cohesion (Garrison et al., 2000). Noteworthy for this study is the concept that Swan et al. 
(2008) described as the instructor presence which had previously been investigated as teaching 
presence, but may also include the teacher’s social presence demonstrated in an online course.  
Social presence and teaching presence have both been explored as primary factors in the 
development of student engagement and retention in online learning. Bowers and Kumar (2015) 
concluded that high drop-out rates in online learning are a direct result of a lack of teaching and 
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social presence. Specifically, they determined that students felt connected when there was a high 
degree of teaching and social presence, which led to better student success and higher student 
engagement. The authors boldly stated that teaching and social presence are critical for 
engagement and retention in online learning (Bowers & Kumar, 2015). It may also be possible to 
convey group cohesion and open communication in online classes at a higher rate than in face-
to-face classes by utilizing instructor announcements (Bowers & Kumar, 2015). The only area 
that was not easily conveyed in the online environment was affective expression. The researchers 
suggested that the face-to-face benefits of a traditional class allowed for a better expression of 
humor, emotions, and self-disclosure. They also suggested that those same representations of 
affective expression may be conveyed through video in online courses (Bowers & Kumar, 2015). 
This assertion was not specifically investigated, though, and requires further investigation to 
determine if asynchronous video can increase teaching and social presence in an online course, 
possibly through an increase in affective expression while delivering content and facilitating 
discourse. 
Teaching presence. Teaching presence is an essential component of the COI framework, 
and mediates social presence and cognitive presence to create a space for knowledge exchange, 
peer learning, and incorporation of information to form meaning (Garrison et al., 2007). 
Teaching presence has been established within the COI framework as the part that accounts for 
the instructional design and organization, facilitation of discourse, and direct instruction 
necessary for participating in the educational experience (Anderson, Rourke, Garrison, & 
Archer, 2001). According to Anderson et al. (2001), included in the instructional design and 
organization concept is the need for instructors to set curriculum, design teaching methods, 
establish timeframes, utilize the communication medium, and establish etiquette in the online 
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forum. Under the section of facilitating discourse is the need to identify areas of conflict, seek 
consensus, encourage others and reinforce contributions, set the climate for learning, promote 
discussion, and assess how the process is working within an online course. Included within the 
concept of direct instruction is the need to present questions, deliver content, focus discussions, 
summarize and provide feedback, interject new information, and respond to concerns. Together 
these critical elements, required for successful online learning, constitute the construct of 
teaching presence within the COI framework (Anderson et al., 2001).  
Within the current study the instructor announcements in both groups were designed to 
convey teaching presence. The elements of utilizing the communication medium, encouraging 
contributions, setting the climate for learning, promoting discussion, and all components of 
delivering content, were addressed in each announcement. While not the sole responsibility of 
the teacher in an online classroom, teaching presence has been primarily viewed from the lens of 
the instructor (Bowers & Kumar, 2015). 
In an online classroom. teaching presence may enhance student’s perceptions of learning, 
and foster student engagement through the development of community (Sheridan & Kelly, 
2010). Sheridan and Kelly (2010), established that students rated the instructor’s ability to create 
an atmosphere conducive to sharing feelings, and providing a place of belonging, as essential to 
student success. The researchers also mentioned that a piece of teaching presence seemed to be 
lacking from the traditional definition within a COI framework. Instructor attributes were 
conveyed during the course, which contributed to the atmosphere of closeness the students 
perceived (Sheridan & Kelly, 2010). This concept is termed instructor social presence in more 
current literature. Ladyshewsky (2013) further described the importance of instructor teaching 
presence as the way in which instructors formed the online learning environment so students 
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could be engaged. By facilitating discourse, instructors were able to structure discussions so that 
students felt more engaged and satisfied with the online experience. Essential to the value of this 
discourse for promoting student learning is the need for high social presence, as well as, high 
teaching presence in an online classroom (Ladyshewsky, 2013). Teaching presence is important 
in online learning, but the traditional concept of teaching presence from the COI framework may 
be insufficient for describing the unique way in which an instructor facilitates student 
engagement in the classroom.  
Social presence. Social presence has its roots in the concept of immediacy behaviors and 
has been extensively researched in the literature surrounding online education (Rourke et al., 
2007). As online communication developed, so did the ability of online instructors to convey the 
affective interpersonal connections that were typically seen in face-to-face classrooms only 
(Rourke et al., 2007). The components of social presence included open communication, which 
is demonstrated through risk-free expression, group cohesion demonstrated through 
collaboration, and affective expression possibly demonstrated through things such as emoticons 
(Garrison et al., 2010).  Social presence may play a supportive role in the development of 
cognitive presence, or may directly influence the affective outcomes expected from education 
(Garrison et al., 2000; Rourke, Anderson, Garrison, & Archer, 2007). The development of 
community and collaboration within the online learning environment may be the direct result of 
social presence (Swan et al., 2009).  
 Over years of investigation, several researchers have suggested alternate models of the 
COI framework. One attempt at re-creating the model by Armellini and De Stefani (2015) placed 
social presence at the core of the educational experience, making it a much more prominent 
feature in the development of a community. Based on their action research, Armellini and De 
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Stefani (2015) concluded that social presence was not necessarily a stand-alone construct in the 
development of community but was an essential component of teaching and cognitive presence. 
The findings of these researchers also indicated the key role the instructor played in the 
development of community, particularly when the function of teaching became social (Armellini 
& De Stefani). The researchers termed this overlap of teaching presence and social presence as 
interactions for learning (Armellini & De Stefani). The emphasis on the role of instructor-
student interactions to create higher-order thinking was deemed essential for the development of 
student engagement (Armellini & De Stefani). While the traditional COI framework continues to 
be the standard model for understanding the development of community through cognitive, 
teaching, and social presence, alternative views of the framework point to an increased emphasis 
on social presence as an essential factor in online learning (Armellini & De Stefani; Whiteside, 
2015).  
 Investigations into the construct of social presence, independent from teaching and 
cognitive presence, has resulted in new models to explain this unique and important element of 
online learning. Whiteside (2015) suggested a new Social Presence Model that depicted social 
presence as a much more complex construct than originally described by the COI framework. 
This researcher's work, based on a multiyear, qualitative study of multiple courses, concluded 
that social presence could be defined by the original sub-categories of affective expression, open 
communication, and group cohesion described by Garrison, Anderson, and Archer (2000). 
Additionally, "participant knowledge and experience, and instructor involvement” were included 
(Whiteside, 2015, p. 11). Again, this author emphasized the unique contribution of the instructor 
to the development of community through social presence. Though this research was conducted 
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in a blended format, similar if not more instructor interaction may be needed in fully online 
courses (Whiteside, 2015).  
 Social presence has long been established as a critical component to the development of 
a community in online learning (Rourke et al., 2007; Swan & Shih, 2005). Short, Williams, & 
Christie (1976) originally described social presence as a continuum of awareness of the 
interpersonal nature of communication when interacting with others, or the perceived realness of 
an individual during an interaction. Face-to-face communication was placed high on the 
continuum, indicating that immediacy and intimacy were easily perceived by communication 
parties, while text-based communication was placed on the low end of the continuum (Short et 
al., 1976). As technology has developed to allow for higher levels of fidelity in online 
communication, the concept of social presence in online learning has garnered more attention 
(Borup et al., 2011). Developed from collaborative constructivist theory, the COI framework 
provides the building blocks for understanding this essential, yet complex construct (Rourke et 
al., 2007; Swan et al., 2009). Current research continues to explore the importance of social 
presence for the learning experience, especially given the new affordances of technology and 
online learning capabilities (Borup et al., 2014; Glazier, 2016; Lowenthal, 2016). Throughout the 
research on social presence, the role of the instructor continues to present itself as an important 
variable to consider when designing and implementing an online course. Instructor social 
presence has been indicated as necessary for student learning in the current literature but requires 
further investigation to determine its overall impact on online teaching and learning.  
Instructor Social Presence  
Instructor social presence has been suggested as a separate component of the COI 
framework due to its potential ability to advance the development of community and student 
Running head: VIDEO, INSTRUCTOR SOCIAL PRESENCE, ENGAGEMENT 43 
 
 
 
outcomes in online learning (Lowenthal, 2016; Pollard et al., 2014; K. Swan & Shih, 2005). 
While the original COI framework implied that social presence was both the responsibility of the 
learner and the teacher, the role of peer social presence gained the most attention by early 
researchers (Lowenthal, 2016). As instructors realized that they played a significant role in 
student outcomes and that their involvement was essential for student success, the concept of 
instructor social presence gained more attention (Borup et al., 2014; Pollard et al., 2014). 
Potentially more important than peer social presence, instructor social presence requires further 
investigation into its implications for student engagement and outcomes, as well as methods for 
conveying it in the online classroom (Phirangee et al., 2016).  
 Swan and Shih (2005) were among the first to demonstrate statistically significant 
findings which indicated that peer social presence and instructor social presence were, in fact, 
two separate constructs. Their research suggested that an instructor’s social presence was more 
important for perceived student satisfaction and learning than peer social presence. In their 
research, Swan and Shih (2005) addressed the instructor’s expression of the social presence 
construct only. They found that an instructor’s social presence was important for student 
engagement in online discussions. The study indicated that instructor social presence and 
teaching presence could help foster the social presence of students in online courses. Essentially, 
an instructor’s social presence and teaching presence may create an environment that encourages 
students to demonstrate their social presence and build a community of learning (Bowers & 
Kumar, 2015; Phirangee et al., 2016; Swan & Shih, 2005).  
 Shea et al. (2010) investigated the role of social presence and teaching presence for both 
the instructor and the student in online courses. Their findings indicated that instructor social 
presence was essential for the development of student social presence, even more so than 
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instructor teaching presence (Shea et al., 2010). These results are important when designing an 
online course, as they suggest that students will be more likely to demonstrate social presence 
and create a community of learning when instructors model and encourage social presence 
themselves (Shea et al., 2010). Determining how to best model social presence in online classes 
may be important for encouraging student social presence, which may increase student 
participation (Bowers & Kumar, 2015). 
The need for instructors to understand how to facilitate instructor social presence in 
online classes may be even more important in today’s learning environment, as institutions 
routinely have courses taught by instructors who did not design them (Richardson, Besser, 
Koehler, Lim, & Strait, 2016). Richardson et al. (2016) described the instructor’s ability to 
impart their presence in a course as imperative for fostering student engagement, success, and 
satisfaction. Qualitatively, it has been shown that instructors feel their presence significantly 
impacts student outcomes in online courses where they did not design the content. Unique to 
Richardson et al.’s (2016) study is that instructors felt their presence enhanced student 
participation in online courses. These findings further support the essential role of instructor 
social presence in online teaching and learning.  
  Instructor social presence was also explored by Pollard, Minor, and Swanson (2014) who 
also found the construct to be an essential component of online learning, so much so that they 
suggested it be its own component of the COI framework. The study by Pollard et al. (2014) led 
to a deeper understanding of instructor social presence and a means for measuring the new 
variable through a Likert survey. Measuring peer social presence, teaching presence, instructor 
social presence, classroom community, and learning environment, using a Likert scale survey, 
the authors determined that instructor social presence was a separate construct, which can be 
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independently measured. While instructor social presence did correlate highly with teaching and 
social presence, the redundancy did not reach an unacceptable level. Through instrument 
validation, the items created to measure instructor social presence loaded on a single factor, 
indicating that the construct could be measured as a separate concept. The study also showed that 
both peer and instructor social presence were essential for increasing the feelings of a classroom 
community among students, but in this case, teaching presence was not a significant predictor. 
All three presences were significant predictors of establishing a productive learning environment. 
Through their study, the researchers developed a valid and reliable method for measuring 
instructor social presence and further proved the importance of instructor social presence for the 
development of the student learning experience in online courses (Pollard et al., 2014).  
 Phirangee, Epps, and Hewitt (2016) also found a significant link between the instructor’s 
role in online classes and student’s development of classroom community and participation. 
Based on a study comparing peer-facilitated versus instructor-facilitated online discussions, 
students showed a significant preference for instructor involvement. The peer-facilitated course 
included mostly peer social presence and peer teaching presence, while the instructor-facilitated 
course included peer and instructor, social and teaching presence. The authors noted that 
instructor participation allowed students to feel their views and ideas were valued, and the 
instructor was invested in the course. Students in the instructor-facilitated course consistently 
participated at higher levels than the peer-facilitated course. Based on qualitative feedback and 
examination of student activity, the authors found students in the instructor-facilitated courses 
were more concerned with helping their peers learn and creating peer social connections, while 
those in the peer-facilitated course were concerned with meeting the requirements for 
engagement and their own learning. Phirangee et al.’s (2016) findings further supported the 
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results of Shea et al. (2010) which indicated that peer social presence could be developed 
through instructor social presence. This research again established that instructor social presence 
is an important construct to consider when designing an online course that fosters student 
participation and engagement (Phirangee et al., 2016; Shea et al., 2010). These findings help 
confirm instructor social presence is an important factor in the participation of students in online 
discussions. 
 Instructor social presence, while considerably under-evaluated in the current literature 
compared to other components of the COI, has been shown to be increasingly important in the 
online learning environment (Lowenthal, 2016). The role of the instructor in developing 
classroom community, student engagement, and student retention has been well established 
(Bowers & Kumar, 2015; Byrd, 2016; K. Swan & Shih, 2005). The focus of the current study is 
to understand the specific impact of instructors’ social presence on the development of student 
engagement, and how to best convey instructor social presence to students. Instructor social 
presence is becoming a more prominent issue in online learning as colleges and universities work 
to find solutions to online course retention problems as enrollment continues to rise. 
Summary 
 This literature review described the impact of asynchronous video, student engagement, 
and instructor social presence on student outcomes in online learning. The focus on a possible 
connection between the three variables of asynchronous video, instructor social presence, and 
student engagement, which has been indicated in the research but not explicitly investigated, was 
described. The need to understand how asynchronous video technology can impact the 
development of instructor social presence in an online course, and how this development affects 
student engagement, is essential for creating better online teaching practices. One consequence 
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of the current study is understanding a way to improve student engagement in online learning, by 
increasing instructor social presence and decreasing student feelings of isolation, which may lead 
to decreased student attrition.  
 This review clearly indicated a gap in the current understanding of how instructor social 
presence can influence student engagement, and the possibility of using technology to achieve 
student engagement goals through the development of instructor social presence. Through an 
understanding of the historical evolution of online learning and multiple perspectives on adult 
learning theory, it is clear that student engagement is a critical factor in online student success. 
This study aimed to continue the research of Borup et al. (2014) which indicated mixed results 
on whether asynchronous video could increase student perceptions of instructor social presence 
in a blended classroom. It was important to move beyond the assumption that instructor social 
presence may be the mediating factor in how asynchronous video has been able to increase 
student engagement, and provide quantitative data to support the conclusions of previous 
researchers.  
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Chapter 3: Research Methods 
Asynchronous video has been shown to be beneficial for enhancing student outcomes in 
online learning, possibly due to the increased presence of the instructor in the course, and the 
humanization of the learning experience (Borup et al., 2014; Glazier, 2016). Cultivating the 
student-teacher relationship through improved instructor social presence, as afforded by 
asynchronous video, is important for encouraging student engagement (Borup et al., 2014; 
Bowers & Kumar, 2015; Draus et al., 2014; Glazier, 2016; Kushnir & Berry, 2014).  
Building on Kahu’s (2013) student engagement framework and the COI theory of 
Garrison et al. (2000), this quantitative, quasi-experimental study aimed to clarify the use of 
asynchronous video as a means for increasing students’ perceptions of instructor social presence 
and student engagement in an online course. Investigating the effect of asynchronous video 
versus text-based instructor announcements on students’ perceptions of instructor social presence 
and student engagement addressed the problem of the current study. There was a need to 
determine whether asynchronous video can increase students’ perceptions of instructor social 
presence and student engagement in online learning to impact retention and student learning 
outcomes. Student engagement and the instructor-student relationship have a positive impact on 
decreasing issues of retention (Byrd, 2016; Tinto, 1997). Retention issues are prevalent in online 
learning and are typically attributed to feelings of isolation and a lack of connection to the 
learning community (Byrd, 2016; McMahon, 2013; Rovai, 2002; Tinto, 1997). Unique to this 
study was the investigation of the role instructor social presence plays in developing student 
engagement, and the quantitative nature of the research.  
 The research questions generated non-directional hypotheses based on previous research. 
Literature has supported a positive relationship between asynchronous video, student 
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engagement, and instructor social presence, but limited quantitative data exists to support the 
claims and makes the research insufficient for developing directional hypotheses.  
RQ1: Does instructor use of asynchronous video change students’ perceptions of 
instructor social presence in an online occupational therapy course? 
RQ2: Does instructor use of asynchronous video change student engagement in an 
online occupational therapy course? 
Hypotheses 
H10  There is no statistically significant difference in the level of perceived instructor 
social presence based on instructor use of asynchronous video. 
H1a  There is a statistically significant difference in the level of perceived instructor 
social presence based on instructor use of asynchronous video.  
H20  There is no statistically significant difference in the level of student engagement 
based on instructor use of asynchronous video.  
H2a  There is a statistically significant difference in the level of student engagement 
based on instructor use of asynchronous video. 
Research Methods and Design 
 The researcher chose a nonequivalent group, post-test, quasi-experimental, quantitative 
design. The quantitative design was chosen for its ability to explain the relationship between the 
variables based on a research problem derived from observed trends in the field (Creswell, 
2014). This type of design was chosen over mixed-methods or qualitative based on the previous 
research conducted in this area. Prior research on the variables of asynchronous video, instructor 
social presence, and student engagement, have been primarily based on qualitative and mixed-
methods designs. Specifically, Borup et al. (2014) indicated that quantitative data in the study 
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did not suggest a significant impact of asynchronous video on instructor social presence. 
However, qualitative data implied there was a significant effect. Most studies on the implications 
of asynchronous video on student engagement have been mixed or qualitative in nature.  
Apart from Draus et al. (2014) which used count data of student discussion posts to 
measure student engagement and found a significant difference indicating asynchronous video 
may increase student engagement, studies have relied on student qualitative responses, coding of 
discussion posts, and self-report surveys to measure engagement (Dixson, 2015). Unique to this 
study was the emphasis on quantitative data to support or refute the qualitative findings and 
assumptions from past research, which concluded that instructor social presence may be a 
mediating factor between the positive effects of asynchronous video on student engagement 
(Borup et al., 2012; Bowers & Kumar, 2015; Ma et al., 2015).  
A quasi-experimental design was appropriate because the experimental and control group 
were not randomly assigned but were naturally formed by learner enrollment in one of the 
sections of an introductory online course at the host university. While a quasi-experimental 
group design did create selection threats to validity that were not controlled for, the setting did 
not allow for the formation of artificial groups, and thus required the researcher to use 
predetermined, self-enrolled cohorts for this study (Creswell, 2014). The present study used a 
quasi-experimental, quantitative design to evaluate the effect of asynchronous video versus text-
based instructor announcements on student's perceptions of instructor social presence and student 
engagement in an online course.    
 Qualitative and mixed-methods designs were not selected for this study based on the 
research questions and hypotheses. Prior research has indicated that a predictable and directional 
effect of the independent variable on both dependent variables might be present based on 
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qualitative data. Quantitative data was needed to support the noticeable impact of one variable on 
another through numerical data and statistics, and was not based on the interpretation of 
participants' feelings and opinions (Creswell, 2014). The problem of using technology to impact 
student engagement has been well studied through qualitative design, and an understanding of 
the impact of asynchronous video on student engagement has been described (Borup et al., 2011, 
2012, 2014). The current need was for quantitative data to support the qualitative assumptions 
made by previous researchers.  
 One experimental group received twice weekly video-based, instructor-generated 
announcements, and one control group received twice weekly, text-based, instructor-generated 
announcements, through the learning management software (LMS) over a 10-week period. In all 
groups, the dependent variable of instructor social presence was measured through a Likert scale 
electronic survey, and the dependent variable of student engagement was measured by the 
number and length of student posts, on voluntary weekly discussion forums. Data was analyzed 
using a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) statistical test. The researcher was aware 
that the low number of participants in the study may mean the assumptions of the MANOVA 
would not be met and therefore, a non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test was performed in addition 
to the MANOVA (Finch, 2005). 
The researcher understood the limitations and delimitations of the present study. The 
study was conducted in a Masters of Occupational Therapy program, using a foundational 
occupational therapy course, which limited the generalizability of the findings to students in 
other fields of study or levels of education. However, the research questions focused on the 
dependent variables of instructor social presence and student engagement, which allowed for 
generalization to other online courses since course content and performance were not the focus 
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of the research (Trochim & Donnelly, 2007). A small sample size and inherent differences 
between the two groups requires readers to utilize the results of the study with caution.    
 This study was conducted in the spring 2017 term, in two sections of a first term course, 
required as part of a Masters of Occupational Therapy (MOT) program at the University of St. 
Augustine for Health Science. The course, OCT 5140–Domain of Occupational Therapy, is a 
foundational course covering basic history, framework, and theories relevant to the occupational 
therapy profession. The course was co-taught by licensed occupational therapists and educators 
who had previously delivered this content in a different format or course. The lead instructor for 
both sections was the same professor, and this was also the person who delivered the bi-weekly 
announcements, both text and video-based. The lead instructor also facilitated the voluntary 
discussion forums. The course syllabus, grading, content, and expectations were the same for 
both sections of the course. Online materials, except for announcements, were delivered in a 
similar manner between the two courses and were not designed by the lead instructor.  
And as mentioned by Richardson et al. (2016) more frequently in online education, 
instructors are not teaching courses they developed, minimizing the instructor’s inherent teaching 
presence and requiring a need for increased deliberate instructor social presence to help create a 
sense of classroom community. Every attempt was made to control for similarities in the delivery 
of the course, other than the independent variables of asynchronous video and text-based 
communication used during structured instructor announcements. Quantitative data was collected 
to analyze the impact of asynchronous video technology on students’ perceptions of instructor 
social presence and student engagement.  
Running head: VIDEO, INSTRUCTOR SOCIAL PRESENCE, ENGAGEMENT 53 
 
 
 
Population 
 The population of interest consisted of online graduate students enrolled in one of two 
sections of a MOT course during the spring 2017 term. Student background information was not 
accounted for in this study and may be a delimitation of the research. All students in this 
population were first-term students enrolled at the St. Augustine, Florida campus in either the 
campus-based program (Group A) or Flex program (Group B). The Flex program required 
students to take their didactic coursework online during the week and attend labs on weekends. 
Both the campus-based and Flex programs required students to take blended and fully online 
courses; the proportion of fully online and blended learning is higher in the Flex program than 
the campus-based program. All participants met the admissions criteria for the institution before 
enrolling in the course. Learners were automatically enrolled in the section of the course that 
corresponded with their program delivery format, campus-based (Group A) and Flex (Group B).  
 The Flex program closely models an online program, and thus tends to attract more non-
traditional students. While demographic data was not collected for this study, research has 
indicated that students who enroll in the online programs tend to be non-traditional students (Xu 
& Jaggars, 2013). These students are usually older, and have non-academic responsibilities such 
as work or family (Ortagus, 2017; Xu & Jaggars, 2013). The inherent differences between the 
Flex and campus students was a limitation of this study and may be a confounding variable that 
was not accounted for in the research. Participants were required to be enrolled for the first time 
at the University of St. Augustine. 
Sample 
 Through G-Power analysis it was determined that 22 participants would be necessary to 
achieve a power of .80.  This is considered acceptable for studies and indicates a high level of 
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power, reducing the chance of experiencing a type-II error (Hatcher, 2013). G-Power analysis 
was conducted assuming a MANOVA test would be run on the data, an alpha level of .05 was 
used, and an effect size of .67 was determined through G-Power analysis based on a Pillai V of 
.40, with two groups and three response variables. There were 33 students enrolled in the 
campus-based section of the course and 12 in the Flex section in the spring of 2017. Based on a 
sample size of 45, 48.9% of students needed to provide consent to participate in the study to 
achieve a power of .80 in this study. A total of 39 students provided consent to participate in the 
study. Twenty-nine campus-based students and 10 Flex-based students consented to participate 
in the research. This study had a high dropout rate in the campus-based section of the course. 
Sixteen participants, or 55%, of the students from the campus program did not participate in any 
portion of the research and were dropped from the study due to non-participation. One 
participant from the Flex program did not participate and was dropped from the study due to 
non-participation. The sample size to achieve power for a MANOVA was met with the 22 
participants who completed the study. 
Materials 
 All participants took part in the course through the LMS Blackboard system. The 
instructor utilized video recording software and embedded the bi-weekly videos directly into the 
course announcement page to prevent students from having to access a separate website to obtain 
the information. Other course content, including readings, assignments, audio presentations, and 
text-based information, was presented in the same way to both cohorts through the coursework 
and unit tabs within the LMS platform. This content, including the audio presentations, was 
developed by instructors not involved in the current course. Voluntary discussions took place 
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within the LMS course. Students were required to have access to a computer to participate in the 
course.  
Operational Definition of Variables 
 Type of communication. The independent variable type of communication was a 
categorical variable with two levels, asynchronous video and text-based communication. 
Asynchronous video was defined as communication using embedded software that allowed 
students to see and hear the instructor provide information. Text-based communication referred 
only to typewritten communication with no audio or visual cues from the instructor. Text-based 
communication included all alphanumeric characters, punctuation, and emoticons. The study 
focused on twice weekly announcements in the course and did not contain any other 
asynchronous communication such as assignment feedback, email messages, and course content.  
 Instructor social presence. The dependent variable, instructor social presence, was 
measured using a Likert scale, the Instructor Social Presence survey. (See Appendix B.) 
Developed by Pollard, Minor & Swanson (2014) the Instructor Social Presence survey was part 
of a larger instrument designed, tested, and used by the original researchers. These researchers 
established a Cronbach’s alpha of .93, indicating a high level of internal consistency in the items 
assessing instructor social presence, and determined an exploratory factor analysis on these items 
ranging from .810–.928, which established a high level of single factor loading (Pollard et al., 
2014). Though this study was the only research to use this scale, it was deemed appropriate for 
use in the current research due to the high internal consistency and inter-relationship among test 
items, indicating a good representation of instructor social presence. Data obtained from this 
survey was considered ordinal data (Hatcher, 2013).  
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 Student engagement. This dependent variable was measured in two ways and provided 
ratio data for two response variables. Student engagement was measured as the number of posts 
made by a student in a voluntary discussion forum and the length of posts, determined by the 
total characters. Per Kahu’s (2013) student engagement framework, participation, time and 
effort, and interaction were listed as the behavioral manifestations of student engagement. 
Additionally, Dixson (2015) stated that student engagement required the students to devote time 
and energy to the course and demonstrate their learning through interaction with others. The 
amount of student discussion forum posts and length of posts, therefore, indicates the willingness 
of students to devote time and energy to the course by participating in interactions with course 
mates and instructors. Previous researchers have utilized discussion post counts and character 
counts as a means of measuring student engagement (Draus et al., 2014).  
Unique to this study was the use of voluntary discussion forums to measure student 
engagement. The fact that the discussion posts were optional indicated a new level of student 
engagement, not previously investigated. Voluntary participation required the students to be 
intrinsically motivated to participate and may represent the cognitive, and affective components 
of student engagement, which were previously measured through self-report surveys and 
qualitative means only (Dixson, 2015; Kahu, 2013). The affective dimension of student 
engagement was defined by the students' interest, enthusiasm, and sense of belonging (Kahu, 
2013). The cognitive dimensions represent the deep learning and self-regulation associated with 
student engagement and included the motivation, goals, and self-efficacy of students (Kahu, 
2013). Students who were more affectively and cognitively engaged presented with a mastery-
oriented approach to learning which focuses on the intrinsic rewards of learning, rather than a 
performance orientation which focuses on being rewarded by grades or outside 
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acknowledgement of efforts (Handelsman, Briggs, Sullivan, & Towler, 2005). The importance of 
affective and cognitive engagement is emphasized in the student engagement literature, but has 
been challenging to measure (Kahu, 2013). Utilizing a count of voluntary discussion posts and 
evaluating the length of posts, this study measured student engagement from a behavioral, 
affective, and cognitive standpoint. 
Data Collection and Analysis 
All data collection was done through the host institution, the University of St. Augustine 
for Health Sciences, St. Augustine campus. The University of St. Augustine Institutional Review 
Board (IRB) approved the quasi-experimental study prior to data collection. (See Appendix C.) 
One first term Masters of Occupational Therapy (MOT) course was chosen for the study. This 
course was selected because there were two concurrent sections of the course available and it 
was a first term course. This may have helped reduce student bias since students had not been 
previously enrolled in an online course with the instructor.  
Throughout the course, the experimental cohort (Group A) received all instructor-
generated announcements via asynchronous video displaying both the visual and auditory 
presence of the instructor. The control cohort (Group B) received all instructor-generated 
announcements via text. The same lead instructor facilitated both sections of the course in the 
BlackBoard Learning Management System (LMS). The course was run in spring 2017 using the 
same course content, assignments, syllabus, and schedule. Students were not randomly assigned 
to a section of the course, which was a limitation of this study. The independent variable, 
asynchronous video or text-based communication, was randomly selected for each section of the 
course. Face-to-face contact with the researcher was limited in all sections to avoid carryover. 
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When an occasional need arose for individual student interaction, co-instructors handled any 
necessary meetings with students via video chats or in-person conferences.   
For 10 weeks, each cohort received an announcement tailored to the class, once early in 
the week and once near the end of the week, with weekly cycles of Monday through Sunday. 
While the announcements were tailored to the individual needs and participants of the cohort, the 
announcements maintained the same specific format, regardless of the course section. (See 
Appendix D.) Announcements were provided for weeks 2-10, with a Likert scale survey 
electronically delivered to participants who provided consent to participate in the research study, 
during Week 10 of the course. Both sections of the course received an audio-only introduction 
including an overview of the syllabus, schedule, and information about the current research study 
being conducted within the course. Audio explanations about the research study with a request 
for participants and the approved informed consent were sent to students during Week One of the 
course. If the need arose during the course to communicate with students beyond the scheduled 
course announcements, a text-based email communication was sent to the class. Individual 
feedback on assignments and all other course communication were completed through text and 
via other tools within the LMS except for announcements such as email and assignment 
feedback.  
 During each announcement, in both sections, the instructor reminded students of the 
voluntary discussion forum taking place during Weeks 5-10. The researcher chose to measure six 
of the 14 weeks of content in the middle of the term to capture the typical participation of a 
student. Student participation in online discussion tends to wane as the course moves past mid-
term (Xie, Durrington, & Yen, 2011). Since the students were also new to the program and the 
LMS, the researcher chose to wait until students were comfortable with the learning platform and 
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course layout before introducing voluntary discussion posts. These six consecutive mid-term 
weeks were chosen for voluntary discussion forums to capture the students’ true willingness to 
engage in the course and reduce the co-variates of comfort level with technology, and time in the 
course. All students were able to take part in the discussion forums, regardless of their consent to 
participate in the research, though only those who consented to participate had their posts 
counted for data collection purposes.  
The discussion forum was facilitated by the lead instructor through text-based prompts, 
article links, or videos created by others. The discussion forum was started by a weekly prompt 
created by the lead instructor, and discussions within the forum were facilitated and moderated 
by the lead instructor. Material presented in the voluntary discussions was related, but ancillary 
to, the course content. Participation or lack of participation in the voluntary discussion forums 
did not impact a student’s ability to be successful in the course. The discussion forum was run 
within the LMS course for ease of access, with a link embedded in the corresponding course unit. 
The same prompts were used for each of the six weeks, for both groups.  
 Due to the inability of the researcher to create artificial groups, all students enrolled in 
either section of the course were subjected to the experimental or control conditions. Students 
were informed of the study through an audio-only announcement on the first day of the course 
and provided a University of St. Augustine for Health Sciences IRB approved informed consent 
form. All willing participants were asked to return the signed consent form after all questions had 
been addressed, if they chose to participate. While all students received the experimental or 
control condition, only those who consented to participate in the study received an electronic 
Instructor Social Presence scale through SurveyMonkey during Week 10 of the course. Also, 
only those who consented to participate had their voluntary discussion forum posts counted 
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during Week 10 of the course. SurveyMonkey was chosen for electronic delivery of the 
Instructor Social Presence scale as it allowed for participant convenience in completing the 
survey.  
 The researcher tested the data through a one-way, between-subjects MANOVA. 
MANOVA was chosen for this data because the study involved an independent variable, a type 
of communication which was a categorical variable with two groups, asynchronous video, and 
text. There were two dependent variables, instructor social presence which is an ordinal variable, 
and student engagement, which was measured in two ways and provided ratio data. A reasonable 
correlation among the dependent variables existed. It was assumed that the participant’s 
perception of instructor social presence and student engagement was independent of any other 
participant.. While Likert-type items are considered ordinal data, it is acceptable to utilize Likert 
scale data, or the composite score of four or more Likert-type items as interval data, making the 
instructor social presence survey total appropriate for parametric statistics (Boone & Boone, 
2012).  
Choosing a MANOVA was appropriate given the need to determine whether 
asynchronous video could impact student engagement, while at the same time examining the 
potential correlation between instructor social presence and student engagement as suggested in 
the literature (Borup et al., 2014). A MANOVA also allowed for detection of differences on two 
dependent variables at once, which reduced the chance of Type I errors resulting from repeated 
statistical analysis (Hatcher, 2013). Aside from independence, a MANOVA also assumes 
normality and homogeneity of covariance (Hatcher, 2013). Due to the small sample size, the 
researcher acknowledged that there may have been a violation of these assumptions and 
conducted a non-parametric statistic, the Kruskal-Wallis test, to adjust for these violations 
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(Finch, 2005).  The Kruskal-Wallis is an appropriate, non-parametric alternative to a MANOVA 
when assumptions of normality and homogeneity are not met. The Kruskal-Wallis test is a 
variation of the one-way ANOVA, which is the post-hoc test for the MANOVA (Finch, 2005). 
Additional post-hoc tests were conducted based on the results of the statistical tests, as 
appropriate. 
Assumptions 
 There was a basic assumption in this study that the primary researcher and lead instructor 
honestly carried out their responsibilities and maintained neutrality throughout the study, thereby 
conducting the study in an unbiased manner. An additional assumption was that students were 
provided one type of communication with the instructor, video or text, throughout the course so 
that results could properly show an association between type of communication and instructor 
social presence and student engagement. Students were also assigned to the section of the course 
that corresponded to their program, eliminating sampling bias.  
This study also assumed that the Instructor Social Presence scale and a count of 
participation in a voluntary discussions based on total number and length, were true indicators of 
students’ perceptions of instructor social presence and student engagement. Additionally, the 
study assumed that learning styles, age, and other demographic variables associated with the 
individual participants did not affect student engagement and perceptions of instructor social 
presence. If all assumptions were met, it could be concluded that the results of the study 
indicated whether a true relationship between type of communication and instructor social 
presence and student engagement existed. 
 There were additional assumptions made for using the MANOVA analysis. It was 
assumed that the independent variable of type of communication had two groups, asynchronous 
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video and text-based. The assumption was also made that the students’ engagement and results 
on the Instructor Social Presence scale were independent from each other. The assumption of 
normality of the data was not met based on a Shapiro-Wilk test of normality. Homogeneity of 
covariance was also not met based on the Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance. According to 
Finch (2005), the MANOVA is robust to violations of the assumptions of normality and 
homogeneity. A MANOVA may be just as powerful and resistant to Type I error as a non-
parametric alternative. Based on a low sample size, the researcher chose to conduct the suggested 
non-parametric alternative to the MANOVA to confirm statistical significance among results 
(Finch, 2005). 
Limitations 
Limitations of the study included sample size and unavoidable variations within the 
design of the courses.  The maximum number of students enrolled in each section could not 
exceed 50 combined. Due to uncontrolled enrollment issues, fewer students were admitted to the 
Flex program than originally anticipated. These changes reduced the overall population size from 
which the sample was drawn. Additionally, though 39 students consented to participate, there 
was a high attrition rate from the study for students in Group A. There was a 55% attrition rate 
from group A and a 10% attrition rate from Group B, reducing the total sample size of students 
to 22 participants.  However, this was an adequate number of participants to conduct the study 
according to G-Power analysis at a power of .80.  
There were also inherent differences between Group A and Group B students, which may 
have been a limitation of this study. While both groups were taking this course fully online and 
all students were in a blended program, the campus students received more of their coursework 
face-to-face than the Flex students throughout the program. The University of St. Augustine 
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defines the Flex program as containing a combination of laboratory/online courses.  The didactic 
material is offered online with lab sessions held face-to-face on the weekends (University of St. 
Augustine for Health Sciences, 2016). 
Students in the Flex program were also enrolled in fewer course credits per term than 
most campus students. Flex students tended to be more non-traditional than their campus 
counterparts and may have been more prepared for an online program based on the University 
Catalog description (University of St. Augustine, 2016a). Campus students tended to resemble 
more traditional student demographics of an age under 25 and participated in education full time 
(Ortagus, 2017). They also may have anticipated participating in a program that was blended, 
with a high proportion of courses conducted face-to-face based on the history of the program and 
the University Catalog description (University of St. Augustine, 2016a). Until the spring 2017 
term, campus students received more of their education in traditional or web-enhanced courses. 
The shift to a blended program with a stronger emphasis on online learning may have been 
challenging for students enrolled in the campus program who were not prepared for a significant 
portion of the curriculum to be delivered in an online format. The demographic differences in 
students was not studied or accounted for in this research. Student expectations on course 
delivery format were also not evaluated in the current study.  
Neither section of the course had previously been run in either program before spring 
2017. Errors in course design may have impacted the way content was delivered in the two 
sections and initial issues in online course delivery may have impacted the way students 
participated in the course.  An additional burden may have been placed on students due to the 
challenges in course design and delivery, which may have limited their desire to participate in 
non-required course activities.  
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Delimitations 
 The lack of demographic data collected on the students made it challenging to generalize 
the data to other populations. The present study was conducted in an online, graduate, health 
science program which may make the findings generalizable to other similar institutions. The 
researcher chose to use a quantitative methodology for conducting the research instead of 
qualitative or mixed methods methodology due to the lack of quantitative data available on the 
topic. By not including qualitative inquiry, the researcher may not have developed a complete 
understanding of the complexity of the connection between asynchronous video communication, 
student engagement and instructor social presence. The researcher also chose to use the 
Instructor Social Presence survey developed by Pollard et al. (2014). This survey has not been 
used extensively, but it does have established reliability and validity in one previous study. 
Kahu’s Student Engagement framework was chosen for this research based on its incorporation 
of the structural and psychosocial influences that contribute to student engagement and the 
multifaceted description of the construct as an affective, cognitive, and behavioral student 
outcome. Other student engagement frameworks contributed to the understanding of this 
construct but were more narrowly focused (Dixson, 2015; National Survey of Student 
Engagement, 2016). The delimitations of this study may have impacted the researcher’s ability to 
interpret or generalize the results. 
Ethical Assurances 
 This research was conducted adhering to all standards for conducting research using 
human participants. There was minimal risk to the subjects because they received the same 
instruction they would if they were not participating in a course where research was being 
conducted. The benefits of understanding the impact of asynchronous video and text-based 
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communication on student engagement and the role of instructor social presence are essential for 
the success of online students. All informed consents forms were sent directly to the researcher. 
The researcher acquired permission from the University of St. Augustine's IRB committee to 
carry out the study before initiation of the research. 
Summary 
 The purpose of this quasi-experimental, quantitative study was to determine the impact of 
asynchronous video and text-based communication in an online occupational therapy class on the 
development of students’ perceptions of instructor social presence and student engagement. The 
research methods used for this study required the use of a MANOVA statistical test to determine 
whether an association between the independent variable, type of communication (video or text), 
and instructor social presence and student engagement existed. Though the MANOVA is robust 
to violations of assumptions, the Kruskal-Wallis non-parametric test was also conducted due to 
the small sample size. The independent variable was type of communication, which included two 
levels, asynchronous video and text-based. The dependent variables were student engagement, 
measured by discussion post and length, and students’ perceptions of instructor social presence.  
The researcher was granted permission for this research from the University of St. 
Augustine, a small, private, graduate, health science school. The University is currently in the 
process of converting many of its courses into hybrid or online formats for instruction. The data 
was analyzed in hopes of yielding quantifiable results that could aid instructors and institutions 
in utilizing technology to enhance student engagement and reduce issues of retention in online 
courses.  
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Chapter 4: Findings 
 The purpose of this quasi-experimental, quantitative design study was to determine the 
effect of asynchronous video as compared to text-based communication on instructor social 
presence and student engagement in an online graduate course. The hypotheses used were non-
directional because previous studies have not established a clear or direct relationship between 
asynchronous video, instructor social presence and student engagement, in fully online courses. 
Although the use of asynchronous video as a method of increasing instructor social presence and 
student engagement have been separately examined in the literature, previous studies have used 
qualitative and mixed-method designs only, with varied results on the effectiveness of this 
technology (Borup et al., 2014; Glazier, 2016; Zak, 2015). The primary research intent for the 
current study addressed student perceptions of instructor social presence based on one dependent 
variable measure, ratings on the Instructor Social Presence survey. The research also addressed 
student engagement based on two dependent variable measures: 1) number of posts in voluntary 
student discussion boards, and 2) length of posts in voluntary student discussion boards. The 
independent variable, type of communication, had two levels, asynchronous video and text-
based. The combination of measuring asynchronous video and the impact on both instructor 
social presence and student engagement, as well as the use of voluntary discussion boards as a 
measure of student engagement, makes the present study unique to previous research. 
 The participants of the present study all attended the University of St. Augustine for 
Health Sciences, Masters of Occupational Therapy (MOT) program. IRB approval and 
permission from the host university was obtained before conducting the study in the spring of 
2017. A Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was used to analyze the data. Prior to 
conducting the analysis, the data was examined to determine whether there was any missing data 
due to the limitations of MANOVA. Out of N = 36, only N = 22 were useable for the MANOVA 
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tests due to missing values on the instructor social presence and student engagement measures. 
Group A had 13 participants and Group B had 9 participants. The primary data missing was the 
Instructor Social Presence survey. Missing data would have needed to be replaced with a zero, 
which was not a mathematical possibility based on the scale of the survey, and would have 
skewed the data. Fortunately, according to G-Power analysis, only N = 22 was necessary to 
achieve a power of .80, and an alpha of .05.  
 Preliminary MANOVA assumption testing was conducted to check for multivariate 
normality and homogeneity of covariance. Due to the small sample size, a few of the 
assumptions of the MANOVA were not supported. These included normality, which was tested 
using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test, Homogeneity of covariance matrices, using Box’s Test, 
and equality of error variances using Levene’s Test. The number of student posts for Group A, 
D(13) = .453, p = .000, the length of student posts for Group A, D(13) = .451, p = .000, and the 
length of student posts for Group B, D(9) = .333, p = .005, were statistically significant for the 
test of normality indicating that they violated the assumption of normality for the MANOVA. 
The Box’s Test was also significant, p = .004, indicating that the data did not meet the 
homogeneity of covariance matrices. Based on the Levene’s Test, equality of error variances was 
rejected for the number of student postings, F = 16.829, p = .001, and length of student posting, 
F = 15.620, p = .001.  
Finch (2005) suggested that the MANOVA is robust to violations of assumptions, 
including homogeneity and normality, especially when group sizes are relatively equal which 
was the case in this research. Relative equality in sample sizes includes groups that are no more 
than twice as large as the smallest group (Field, 2009). While the MANOVA analysis is 
appropriate for this research based on the robust nature of the test and the relatively equal sample 
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sizes, the researcher suggests the results should be considered cautiously. The researcher 
acknowledged that the small sample size may have impacted the results of the statistical analysis 
and chose to perform the non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test to adjust for these violations (Finch, 
2005).  
 The Kruskal-Wallis test is the non-parametric alternative to the one-way ANOVA and is 
the preferable alternative when the assumptions of the parametric statistical test are not met 
(Finch, 2005). The Kruskal-Wallis is an appropriate test for data that violates assumptions of 
normality and homogeneity of variance. As the one-way ANOVA is the appropriate post-hoc 
analysis for a significant MANOVA test, the Kruskal-Wallis is the appropriate alternative to the 
MANOVA test as well. In previous research Finch (2005) determined the MANOVA and 
Kruskal-Wallis tests retained relatively similar power and type I error rates in most scenarios. 
The Kruskal-Wallis does not assess the relationship between multiple dependent variables 
however, which was a major objective of this study (Finch, 2005). 
 MANOVA was used to investigate the impact of type of communication, asynchronous 
video versus text-based communication, on students’ perceptions of instructor social presence 
and student engagement. Three dependent variables (DVs) were used: students’ perceptions of 
instructor social presence (ISP) and student engagement (SE), which was measured by number of 
discussion posts (NP) and length of discussion posts (LP). The independent variables (IV) 
included type of communication (COM), asynchronous video (AV) and text-based 
communication (TB). The Kruskal-Wallis test was used to investigate all of the same DVs and 
IVs. Although the assumptions of the MANOVA were not fully met, the researcher finds it 
applicable and necessary to include the data analysis using the MANOVA and Kruskal-Wallis 
tests, with a recommendation to consider the results cautiously. 
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Results 
 The research questions were designed to determine the effect of the IV, type of 
communication in an online course, on the two DVs, perceptions of instructor social presence 
and student engagement. The present study offered new research concerning the IVs and DVs. 
The impact of the IV has been studied in online courses with mixed results regarding its 
effectiveness for impacting student outcomes (Borup et al., 2011; Kushnir & Berry, 2014; Zak, 
2015). Unique to this study was the investigation of the IV in relationship to both DVs, where 
most previous research discussed the connection between the DVs but had not specifically tested 
the assumptions (Draus et al., 2014; Glazier, 2016). The DV, student engagement, was also 
measured using voluntary discussion boards which is unique to this study and was utilized to 
investigate this DV from an affective, cognitive, and behavioral perspective. 
Previous research has utilized self-report measures and participation in mandatory 
discussion boards as a determination of student engagement, both of which are subject to bias 
(Dixson, 2015; Draus et al., 2014). The DV, instructor social presence, was measured using a 
Likert scale survey. While the majority of research related to this construct has utilized 
qualitative analysis of student comments to determine whether instructor social presence was 
perceived in an online classroom, the current study focused on quantitative analysis (Borup et al., 
2014; Richardson et al., 2015). For the purpose of the present study, one course section received 
asynchronous video communication and the other received text-based communication. 
 The findings explored the unique relationship between types of communication, 
instructor social presence, and student engagement. The limited population from which the study 
sample was drawn, and the small number of participants, makes it a challenge to generalize the 
results across other populations. The multivariate result was significant for type of 
communication, Pillai’s Trace = .411, F = 4.185, df = (3,18), p = .021, η2 = .411, indicating a 
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difference in the level of student engagement and instructor social presence between those who 
received asynchronous video and those who received text-based communication. Table 1 shows 
the univariate analysis for each of the variables in the current study. 
Table 1 
Summative Analysis of Univariate Statistics 
Source Dependent Variable 
Type III Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Type of 
Communication 
Number of Posts 79.724a 1 79.724 11.132 .003 
Length of Posts 26670460.030b 1 26670460.030 7.636 .012 
ISP Score 34.732c 1 34.732 2.410 .136 
a. R squared = .358  
b. R squared = .276  
c. R squared = .108  
 
After analysis of the data, a significant difference in student engagement for NP and LP was 
found, based on type of communication.  
 Since the assumptions of the MANOVA were not fully met, the researcher conducted a 
Kruskal-Wallis test to validate the findings. Table 2 depicts the findings from the Kruskal-Wallis 
test. 
Table 2 
Kruskal-Wallis Summative Analysis 
Test Data Number of Posts Length of Posts ISP Score 
Chi-Square 9.476 8.352 1.921 
df 1 1 1 
Asymp. Sig. .002 .004 .166 
Exact Sig. .001 .003 .175 
Point Probability .000 .001 .011 
 
After analysis of the data, a significant difference for student engagement was found based on 
the exact significance for NP and LP. Exact significance was used because the sample size was 
less than N = 40 (Field, 2009). The researcher suggests the findings be used cautiously due to the 
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violations of the assumptions for the MANOVA statistical test, though the Kruskal-Wallis test 
further confirmed the results of the MANOVA. 
 The first research question investigated the effect of asynchronous video on students’ 
perceptions of instructor social presence in an online occupational therapy course. The null and 
alternate hypotheses were used to investigate the question. 
RQ1: Does instructor use of asynchronous video change students’ perceptions of 
instructor social presence in an online occupational therapy course? 
H10 There is no statistically significant difference in the level of perceived instructor 
social presence based on instructor use of asynchronous video. 
H1a There is a statistically significant difference in the level of perceived instructor social 
presence based on instructor use of asynchronous video.  
A MANOVA (see Table 1 above) was run for type of communication, and no statistically 
significant differences in student perceptions of instructor social presence were found, F (3, 18) = 
2.410, p = .136. A Kruskal-Wallis test (see Table 2 above) was run for type of communication, 
and no statistically significant differences in student perceptions of instructor social presence 
were found, χ2 (1) = 1.921, p = .175. The researcher concluded that there was no significant 
difference in the use of asynchronous video on student perceptions of instructor social presence; 
therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
 Research question two addressed the use of asynchronous video and the impact on 
student engagement in an online occupational therapy course. The amount of student 
engagement was measured using number of student posts and length of student posts, calculated 
by character counts without spaces, in a voluntary discussion board. The null and alternate 
hypotheses were used to investigate this question.  
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 RQ2: Does instructor use of asynchronous video change student engagement in an 
online occupational therapy course? 
H20 There is no statistically significant difference in the level of student engagement 
based on instructor use of asynchronous video.  
H2a There is a statistically significant difference in the level of student engagement based 
on instructor use of asynchronous video. 
A MANOVA (see Table 1 above) was run for student engagement based on NP. There 
was a statistically significant difference in the number of discussion posts based on type of 
communication, F (3, 18) = 11.132, p = .003. Analysis of the Kruskal-Wallis data (see Table 2 
above) indicated that a statistically significant difference existed for NP based on communication 
type, χ2 (1) = 9.476, p = .001. The MANOVA follow-up tests in Table 3 showed that the group 
who received text-based communication produced the highest mean number of discussion posts 
(4.333). 
Table 3 
MANOVA Results for Dependent Variables Based on the Type of Communication and Number of 
Discussion Posts 
 
Dependent Variable Type of 
Communication 
N Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval  
 
     Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Number of Posts Asynchronous Video 13 .462 .742 -1.087 2.010 
 Text-based 9 4.333 .892 2.473 6.194 
 
After the data was analyzed, the researcher concluded that there was a significant difference in 
the number of discussion posts based on the type of communication. 
 A MANOVA (see Table 1 above) was run for student engagement based on LP, and it 
was found a statistically significant difference was found in the length of discussion posts based 
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on type of communication, F (3, 18) = 7.636, p = .012. Analysis of the Kruskal-Wallis data (see 
Table 2 above) indicated that a statistically significant difference existed for LP based on 
communication type, χ2 (1) = 8.352, p = .003. The MANOVA follow-up tests in Table 4 
indicated that the group who received text-based communication produced the highest mean 
length of discussion posts (2661.333). 
Table 4 
MANOVA Results for Dependent Variables Based on the Type of Communication and Length of 
Discussion Posts 
 
Dependent Variable Type of 
Communication 
N Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval  
 
     Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Length of Posts Asynchronous Video 13 421.923 518.342 -659.318 1503.165 
 Text-based 9 2661.333 622.969 1361.843 3960.824 
 
After the data was analyzed, the researcher concluded that there was a significant 
difference in the length of discussion posts based on the type of communication with the student. 
The researcher was able to determine that there is a statistically significant difference in student 
engagement based on the instructor’s use of asynchronous video. Therefore, the null hypothesis 
is rejected. The alternate hypothesis is supported because the students who received 
asynchronous video had a decreased mean number of discussion posts and length of discussion 
posts (M=.462, 421.923) compared to students receiving text-based communication (M=4.333, 
2661.333). Post-hoc analysis of data was not indicated because there were only two levels of the 
IV.  
 A Spearman’s rho test was performed on the individual items of the Instructor Social 
Presence survey to determine if any differences between individual survey items occurred based 
on type of communication, which may help explain the unique study findings. One of the ten 
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items did indicate a significant correlation between item and type of communication, rs = .469, p 
= .028. Type of communication was significantly correlated to the item “my instructor creates an 
attitude of sharing” (Pollard et al., 2014, p.9). Upon further analysis, it appears that those in the 
text-based group indicated a higher level of perceived attitude of sharing than those in the 
asynchronous video group (M = 4.778, M = 4.231). No other correlations were significant 
between type of communication and items on the Instructor Social Presence survey. 
Evaluation of Findings 
 Previous research has investigated the use of asynchronous video, separately identifying a 
potential increase in student perceptions of instructor social presence and student engagement in 
an online or hybrid course (Borup et al., 2014; Draus et al., 2014). Positive findings for improved 
student outcomes when using asynchronous video have primarily been based on qualitative 
comments from students (Borup et al., 2011, 2012, 2014). As student retention issues in online 
education continue to be a concern for institutions (Allen & Seaman, 2014; McMahon, 2013), 
there is a need to determine whether asynchronous video is an appropriate method for impacting 
student engagement. Further understanding the complexity of the interaction between 
asynchronous video, instructor social presence, and student engagement is important. 
The previous research has indicated a positive relationship between the use of 
asynchronous video and student engagement, with an assumption that the improvement in 
student engagement was due to increased instructor social presence afforded by the technology 
(Borup et al., 2014; Kushnir & Berry, 2014; Mcdowell, 2011). These assumptions were made 
based on student comments, and the idea that asynchronous video increases humanization of an 
online course through the conveyance of immediacy behaviors. In turn, these immediacy 
behaviors can increase a student’s sense of community and therefore student engagement (Baker, 
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2010; Borup et al., 2011, 2014; Bowers & Kumar, 2015; Glazier, 2016; Weiss, 2000). Direct 
investigation into this concept has not been conducted and is worthy of investigation. Borup et 
al. (2014) identified the need for further investigation into the connection between asynchronous 
video and instructor social presence, along with the impact of both on student outcomes.  This 
research should be conducted with additional quantitative analysis, in an online classroom. The 
present study investigated the use of asynchronous video as a method of communication to 
increase instructor social presence in an online class and improve student engagement through 
quantitative means. 
 Research Question One. The first research question asked whether there was a 
difference in student perceptions of instructor social presence based on the use of asynchronous 
video communication. Through analyses of the data, no significant difference was found in 
student perceptions of instructor social presence based on the use of asynchronous video in an 
online classroom. A total of 13 students received asynchronous video and 9 received text-based 
communication. Although no significant difference was found in regard to the MANOVA, those 
who received text-based communication indicated slightly increased ISP (M = 47.56) compared 
to those who received asynchronous video communication (M = 45.00).  
 In an online classroom, it is important for students to perceive their instructors as real 
people in order to create the sense of community needed to improve the educational experience 
(Arbaugh et al., 2008; Lowenthal, 2016; Pollard et al., 2014). Determining how to effectively 
display instructor social presence to online learners is essential to building classroom 
community.  As a result, students will benefit from the improved student engagement that 
develops because of the feelings of connection and support (Borup et al., 2014; Lowenthal, 2016; 
Richardson et al., 2015). Borup et al. (2014) indicated that through instructor and student 
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comments, increased instructor social presence was conveyed through the use of asynchronous 
video better than through text-based communication. This finding was not supported through 
quantitative analysis however, and the researchers indicated that the lack of quantitative findings 
were due to the blended format of the course. Through data analysis the present study confirmed 
that no statistically significant difference could be determined for instructor social presence 
based on the type of communication students received, despite conducting the study in a fully 
online course. The present study only focused on quantitative data, so it is not clear whether a 
qualitative finding, similar to that of Borup et al. (2014), would have been found in the current 
study. Research has indicated that increased instructor-student rapport and quality 
communication through the use of asynchronous video are key to creating an atmosphere that 
supports students in an online classroom (Glazier, 2016; Kushnir & Berry, 2014). The current 
study did not indicate that asynchronous video was any more effective than text-based 
communication for increasing student perceptions of instructor social presence in an online class.  
 Research Question Two. The second research question asked whether there was a 
difference in student engagement based on the use of asynchronous video communication. 
Through analyses of the data, a significant difference was found in student engagement based on 
the use of asynchronous video for both the number of discussion posts and the length of the 
discussion posts. There were 13 students in the group who received asynchronous video and 9 
who received text-based communication. Students who received asynchronous video had 
significantly fewer total numbers of posts and length of posts than those who received text-based 
communication The mean number of posts for those who received asynchronous video was .462, 
while the mean number of posts for the group receiving text-based communication was 4.333. 
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The mean length of posts for those who received asynchronous video was 421.923 characters, 
while the mean for those who received text-based communication was 2661.333.  
 Previous research has indicated the essential nature of student engagement for online 
learning to be successful and for students to persist in an online course (Kahu, 2013; Pazzaglia et 
al., 2016; Pittaway, 2012; Tinto, 1997). Thus, examining student engagement and the 
mechanisms to improve engagement in an online course is necessary to the future of online 
learning. Despite the findings of previous research, which indicated a positive relationship 
between the use of asynchronous video and increased student engagement (Draus et al., 2014), 
the findings of the present study suggest that text-based communication increases student 
engagement more than asynchronous video communication. Zak (2015) also found that student 
engagement did not increase with the use of asynchronous video communication in an online 
course, despite its positive effect on students’ sense of community. Analysis of the students 
quantitative and qualitative data indicated that while they appreciated the asynchronous video, it 
was of little consequence to their learning or learning behaviors, including engagement, within 
the course (Zak, 2015). Asynchronous video has been suggested as a potential method for 
increasing student engagement through humanization of the instructor in the online course 
(Glazier, 2016). The results of this study did not support these findings. The present study 
analyzed the use of asynchronous video as a means for increasing student engagement in an 
online classroom.  While the data was statistically significant, the results indicated that the use of 
text-based communication improved student engagement more extensively based on both 
number and length of discussion board posts. 
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Summary 
 The purpose of this quasi-experimental, quantitative design study was to examine the 
relationship between the independent variable of types of communication and the dependent 
variables of instructor social presence and student engagement. Using a MANOVA statistical 
analyses, the researcher was able to determine a statistical significance for the use of 
asynchronous video and student engagement, and no statistical significance for the use of 
asynchronous video and instructor social presence. Due to concerns about the sample size, and 
violations of the assumptions of the MANOVA, the researcher suggests considering the results 
cautiously. Significance was found in the number and length of discussion posts based on type of 
communication, though unexpectedly, the results indicated that text-based communication was 
more effective at improving student engagement than asynchronous video. No significance was 
found between the use of asynchronous video and instructor social presence.  
 Finding a statistical significance for student engagement is an important step in 
understanding the use of asynchronous video in an online classroom. These findings show that 
asynchronous video may not be as effective as text-based communication.  The research does not 
support the relationship between asynchronous video, instructor social presence, and student 
engagement, which is alluded to in the literature.  
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Chapter 5: Implications, Recommendations and Conclusions 
 Online education has grown exponentially over the last decade, with enrollments in 
online courses quickly outpacing enrollment in traditional face-to-face classes (Allen et al., 2016; 
Caruth & Caruth, 2013). Concerns about student retention in online programs is an issue many 
higher education institutions have struggled to correct (Allen & Seaman, 2014; Xu & Jaggars, 
2014). Students who feel isolated and lack the support of a classroom community tend to be 
more likely to drop out of online course than those students who feel connected to their 
classmates and instructors (Ali & Smith, 2015; McMahon, 2013). Furthermore, student 
engagement, which is fostered through a sense of community, is also a predictor of student 
persistence and other academic outcomes, in online courses (Pazzaglia et al., 2016; Tinto, 1997). 
Developing teaching andragogy that supports student engagement and fosters instructor 
social presence is necessary to achieve increased retention in online programs. An important 
component to the development of student engagement is the role of instructor social presence in 
setting up the online environment to be conducive to student success through integration of 
teaching presence and social presence (Bowers & Kumar, 2015; Lowenthal, 2016). The present 
study focused on addressing the use of educational technology as a method for improving student 
engagement and the students’ perceptions of instructor social presence, through asynchronous 
video. The specific problem of addressing student retention was investigated by studying how 
the type of communication (asynchronous video or text-based communication) affected student 
engagement and instructor social presence in an online, occupational therapy course. 
 Online education allows students to learn in a way that is more flexible with regard to 
time and space than the traditional classroom setting. Online learning requires students to be self-
directed, motivated and personally responsible for their educational experience in order to be 
successful (Xu & Jaggars, 2014). An important component of student success in the online 
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classroom is the student’s willingness to engage in the learning process through affective, 
cognitive, and behavioral means. According to Kahu (2013) this includes the student’s 
enthusiasm, interest, self-regulation, time and effort, and participation in the learning process. 
Significant to the development of student engagement is the role of the instructor and the 
importance of the interpersonal relationship between the instructor and student (Glazier, 2016; 
Ma et al., 2015; Phirangee et al., 2016). Instructor social presence has been investigated as a 
primary contributor to the progress of the instructor-student relationship, which is necessary for 
successful online teaching and learning (Lowenthal, 2016; Pollard et al., 2014). A combination 
of both teaching and social presence, instructor social presence describes the ability of the 
instructor to project themselves as a real person in the online environment (Richardson et al., 
2015). The establishment of instructor social presence may lead to increased feelings of 
connection and increased student engagement in online courses (Bowers & Kumar, 2015; Pollard 
et al., 2014). While quantitatively unfounded in the current literature, the assertion that instructor 
social presence leads to increased student engagement has been repeatedly suggested based on 
qualitative findings (Byrd, 2016; Glazier, 2016). Investigating the relationship between the 
development of student engagement and instructor social presence in a fully online course was a 
primary focus of the current study. 
 As online learning has matured in its use of various educational technology, resources to 
improve the student experience have been explored in the literature (Chen et al., 2010; 
Venkatesh, Croteau, & Rabah, 2014). Many researchers have suggested that asynchronous video 
is an important tool for humanizing the online environment and increasing students’ perceptions 
of instructor social presence (Borup et al., 2011, 2012, 2014; Glazier, 2016). Borup et al. (2014) 
indicated that qualitative analysis depicted a significant relationship between asynchronous video 
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and instructor social presence, and that quantitative data analysis did not demonstrate 
significance. The researchers also concluded that the blended environment may have impacted 
the students’ perceptions of instructor social presence regardless of the use of asynchronous 
video and that additional study of the use of asynchronous video for increasing student 
perceptions of instructor social presence should be conducted in a fully online environment 
(Borup et al., 2014).  
The use of asynchronous video to improve student engagement has also been suggested, 
in the literature. The connection between asynchronous video and student engagement has been 
tenuous, with some researchers stating that asynchronous video does improve student 
engagement (Draus et al., 2014), and other researchers suggesting that no significant impact has 
been found (Zak, 2015). Draus et al. (2014) described an increase in student engagement, as 
measured by the number of student discussion posts, based on the increased use of asynchronous 
video in an online course. The researchers did not control for increased instructor involvement in 
the discussion boards, which could have impacted student participation and altered the findings 
of the study. The current study aimed to explore the use of asynchronous video for both 
enhancing students’ perceptions of instructor social presence and student engagement in a fully 
online course, using qualitative methodology. 
 The purpose of this quasi-experimental, quantitative design study was to determine 
whether the independent variable of type of communication had a significant effect on the 
dependent variables of instructor social presence and student engagement. Although the present 
study builds on previous research, it is unique due to the focus on quantitative analysis, the 
deployment of the research in a fully online course, and the use of voluntary discussion boards as 
a means for measuring student engagement. Focusing on quantitative analysis in an online course 
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is appropriate in order to help the target population of online learners succeed in online courses 
and improve student retention. 
 All data was collected through the host institution, the University of St. Augustine for 
Health Sciences, which has been in the process of converting many of its face-to-face courses to 
blended and fully online courses. The present study utilized two sections of an online 
foundational Masters of Occupational Therapy course in the spring of 2017. All participants 
voluntarily enrolled in one of the two sections of the course based on their program enrollment 
status as either a campus-based student or Flex-based student. The independent variable of type 
of communication had two levels: asynchronous video and text-based communication. The 
instructor generated twice weekly course announcements were individualized to each section of 
the course, and delivered using one of the two communication methods depending on the group. 
Group A (campus) received asynchronous video and Group B (Flex) received text-based 
communication. Students in each group were measured through the two dependent variables of 
student engagement and instructor social presence. 
Student engagement data was collected by counting the number and length of discussion 
board posts in a voluntary discussion forum over 5 weeks of the course. Instructor social 
presence data was collected through an online Likert scale survey delivered towards the end of 
the course. The research procedures followed in the present study adhered to the standards for 
conducting research involving human subjects. Permission to utilize students from the University 
of St. Augustine, and IRB approval from the University of St. Augustine for Health Science, 
were gained prior to initiating the study. A Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) 
statistical procedure was used to analyze the data. The purpose of this present study was to 
determine any effect the type of communication might have on students’ perceptions of 
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instructor social presence and student engagement in an online occupational therapy course. The 
implications, limitations, and contributions to the literature regarding the research questions are 
addressed in the following sections.  
Implications  
 According to Allen et al. (2016), more than 25% of higher education students are enrolled 
in at least one online course. With an increasing number of students enrolling in online courses, 
developing teaching methodologies that support online learner success and retention is essential 
(Allen et al., 2016). Understanding the use of educational technology for improving student 
perceptions of instructor social presence and student engagement in an online classroom is 
important to the future of online teaching, and the ability of institutions to impact retention 
issues. Through qualitative means, research has shown that asynchronous video is an effective 
way to convey teacher immediacy behaviors, which increases instructor social presence and 
humanizes the online environment in a way that encourages online student engagement (Borup et 
al., 2014; Glazier, 2016; Mcdowell, 2011). Previous research has focused on studying the impact 
of asynchronous video on student engagement and instructor social presence separately. 
Research has alluded to a connection between the use of the two processes, through 
improvement in instructor social presence, though this assumption has not been examined 
(Borup et al., 2011; Glazier, 2016). The present study focused on exploring the impact of 
asynchronous video on student engagement and instructor social presence as potentially 
connected variables that may both be effected by the type of communication used in a fully 
online course. 
 Research Question 1: Does instructor use of asynchronous video change students’ 
perceptions of instructor social presence in an online occupational therapy course? The first 
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research question investigated the independent variable, type of communication, and the effect it 
had on the dependent variable, instructor social presence, in a fully online course. This question 
separates the present study from previous research because of its focus on an online course and 
the use of quantitative data to define an increase in instructor social presence (Borup et al., 
2014).  
 The null hypothesis was not rejected for this research question because no statistically 
significant difference was found in the amount of student-perceived instructor social presence 
based on the type of communication students received in an online class. The findings show that 
there was no difference in students’ perceptions of instructor social presence based on the use of 
asynchronous video communication. Understanding how instructors can best convey instructor 
social presence in an online classroom can be beneficial to the development of the instructor-
student relationship and the sense of classroom community, which leads to improved student 
engagement (Borup et al., 2014; Lowenthal, 2016; Pollard et al., 2014). It is relevant to show that 
asynchronous video was not more effective than text-based communication for conveying 
instructor social presence. Instructors and institutions adopt new educational technology to 
enhance teaching methodology and require a strong understanding of the implications of its use 
prior to implementation. The results of this study support the findings of previous research that 
has not found a significant difference in instructor social presence using asynchronous video, 
through quantitative data analysis (Borup et al., 2014). A limitation of the present study was not 
including qualitative collection or analysis of student comments to help further explore this 
complex relationship.  
 Researcher Question 2: Does instructor use of asynchronous video change student 
engagement in an online occupational therapy course? The second research question focused 
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on how types of communication influenced the engagement in voluntary online discussion 
boards, which were measured by the number of discussion posts and the length of discussion 
posts. After the data analysis, the researcher concluded that there was a statistically significant 
difference in the amount of student engagement based on type of communication. The null 
hypothesis was rejected in the current study. Both the number of student posts and the length of 
student posts were statistically significant for this study (p = .003, p = .012). The alternate 
hypothesis was supported because there was a difference in the number of student posts based on 
the use of asynchronous video versus text-based communication (M =.462, M = 4.333) and 
length of posts (M = 421.923, M = 2661.333). Important to note is that those in the group who 
received text-based communication demonstrated more student engagement than those in the 
asynchronous video group for both number and length of posts.  
 Previous research has supported the use of asynchronous video for improving the rate of 
student engagement in online discussion forums (Draus et al., 2014). This study does not support 
this notion and actually establishes text-based communication as a more effective method for 
increasing student engagement. Draus et al. (2014) provided one of the only studies linking the 
use of asynchronous video to online student engagement through quantitative data. These 
researchers did indicate that the increased presence of the instructor in the discussion boards, 
through text-based communication, was not controlled for and this could have altered the results 
of the study. Zak (2015) indicated that asynchronous video did improve the development of a 
sense of community but did not impact student engagement in an online course.  The current 
research found no significant difference in the use of asynchronous video and text-based 
communication, though the focus of the videos in the study were designed to deliver content and 
were not necessarily used to convey the presence of the instructor in the course. Glazier (2016) 
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described the use of asynchronous video for increasing student engagement as a way to 
humanize the instructor through announcements in an online course. This researcher explained 
the importance of the development of instructor-student rapport as the main outcome of utilizing 
asynchronous video (Glazier, 2016). Garrison et al. (2005) stated that the development of 
rapport, or the simple interaction between instructors and students, was not sufficient to 
influence student learning behaviors which would include student engagement. The present study 
indicated that the visual and audio presence of the instructor in the form of asynchronous video 
was not as effective as the text-based communication provided to the students. Perhaps text-
based communication was more efficient at providing the clear communication and instructions 
that students found most helpful in an online learning course, which led to increased engagement 
(Richardson et al., 2015; Sheridan & Kelly, 2010). 
Additional analysis of the correlation between individual items on the Instructor Social 
Presence survey and the type of communication used indicated that students in the text-based 
group perceived the instructor as “creating an attitude of sharing” (Pollard et al., 2014, p.9) more 
than students in the asynchronous video group. Though this difference in perception cannot be 
readily explained, the students’ perceptions of the instructor and an attitude of sharing may help 
explain why a difference in student engagement was apparent. Students in the text-based group 
felt an increased attitude of sharing in the classroom community, which may have been 
manifested in their willingness to share their personal opinions and thoughts in the voluntary 
online discussion forums. The results of the present study do not support the results of previous 
studies which indicated either a positive relationship between asynchronous video and student 
engagement (Draus et al., 2014; Glazier, 2016), or no significant relationship between 
asynchronous video and student engagement (Zak, 2015).  
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A limitation in the present study was an inherent difference between the two groups, 
which may have impacted the results of this study. Xu and Jaggars (2013) indicated that older 
students may be more adaptable to online technology and better suited for online learning. Given 
that the results of the current study indicated higher student engagement in the Flex course, 
which enrolls more non-traditional students, the results of this study may be based on the 
adaptability of the learner due to other demographic variables, and not the type of 
communication used in the classroom. The significant findings of increased student engagement 
using text-based communication is important for instructors in fully online courses so the proper 
type of communication may be used to positively influence student engagement. 
Limitations 
 The present study focused on gathering data from one small, private institution which 
specializes in educating students in the health sciences. The focus was also on collecting and 
analyzing quantitative data that could measure the effectiveness of asynchronous video for 
increasing instructor social presence and student engagement in an online classroom. This study 
was conducted to help instructors and institutions deliver online content in an effective way, 
which may improve student engagement and student feelings of classroom community, to reduce 
attrition in online courses. Previous research has shown asynchronous video as an effective 
method for increasing students’ perceptions of instructor social presence and student engagement 
in blended courses based on qualitative and mixed-method results (Borup et al., 2014; Draus et 
al., 2014; Glazier, 2016; Ma et al., 2015). Quantitative data supporting the use of asynchronous 
video in the online classroom is limited and does not reinforce qualitative findings or the 
assumptions researchers have made about the connection between asynchronous video, instructor 
social presence, and student engagement (Borup et al., 2014; Draus et al., 2014; Zak, 2015). 
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Examining the relationship between these constructs from a quantitative perspective, in a fully 
online course, was unique to this study. 
 The present study experienced limitations in the equality of groups and sample size 
which may have impacted the results. The groups were pre-determined based on the enrollment 
of students in either the campus or Flex MOT programs. Campus students are typically more 
traditional, meaning they are younger and have limited obligations outside of school that require 
attention (Ortagus, 2017). These students are also expected to take part in a more traditional 
program that includes primarily face-to-face and blended learning environments, based on the 
description of the program prior to spring 2017 (University of St. Augustine, 2016a). Students in 
the Flex program are typically non-traditional students, or those who are older and have outside 
obligations such as work or family (Ortagus, 2017). These students were also aware that the Flex 
program utilized primarily online and blended courses throughout the program (University of St. 
Augustine, 2016a). Inherent differences between the groups of students may have impacted the 
results of the present study. Additionally, the sample size for the current study was small with a 
high rate of attrition from the campus group. More than 55% of the students from the campus 
group did not participate in the study after providing consent. One possible reason for the high 
attrition rate was the fact that the students in the campus group were taking more credits, on 
average, than the students in the Flex group. Campus students are automatically enrolled in 17 
credit hours of courses in their first term, versus the Flex students who were enrolled in nine 
credits (University of St. Augustine, 2016a). The additional burden of other courses may have 
caused more students to stop participating in the study than anticipated.  
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Recommendations 
 The present study examined the effect of asynchronous video on student perceptions of 
instructor social presence and student engagement in two sections of a fully online course. 
Independent from previous research, this study examined the three variables, asynchronous 
video, instructor social presence, and student engagement, as possibly interconnected constructs 
that may impact student learning and retention in online programs. The current research also 
utilized quantitative data only to determine if a relationship existed. Based on the results of the 
present study, the researcher has developed recommendations for future practice and research.  
 From the data analysis, and the finding that text-based communication was more 
effective than asynchronous video for improving student engagement, the researcher 
recommends that online instructors not expect asynchronous video to improve student 
engagement in an online course. The researcher also recommends that the use of twice weekly, 
text-based instructor announcements in an online course may facilitate student engagement in 
discussion forums and should be considered when delivering an online course. Since previous 
research has not established text-based communication as the more effective method of 
increasing student engagement, further research in this area is needed. Additionally, based on the 
findings of the present study, the researcher recommends that the use of asynchronous video 
does not increase student perceptions of instructor social presence and that online instructors 
may not find benefit in utilizing this medium to increase the instructor social presence in an 
online course. Based on previous research that showed no significant difference in instructor 
social presence through quantitative means, but did demonstrate a positive influence based on 
qualitative data (Borup et al., 2011, 2012, 2014), the researcher further recommends additional 
study on the use of asynchronous video to increase instructor social presence in a fully online 
course utilizing a mixed method design. 
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 While the intent of the current research was to examine the use of asynchronous video in 
a fully online course, the inherent differences between the two groups may have influenced the 
results and generalizability of the study to other populations.  Therefore, additional study should 
be conducted using larger sample sizes, and accounting for demographic differences in the 
student population during analysis. Future research investigating the use of asynchronous video 
for increasing instructor social presence and student engagement is needed to determine how to 
best impact the variables that lead to student retention in online courses.  
Conclusions 
 As more students and institutions turn to online learning as the platform for providing the 
educational experience, it is essential to understand the methods for improving student success 
and retention in these courses (Ali & Smith, 2015; McMahon, 2013; Xu & Jaggars, 2014). Allen 
et al. (2016) predicted an increase in student enrollment in online courses, even as the retention 
rates for online students continue to be an issue in many fields of study. Understanding the 
methods for increasing student retention and improving student outcomes is important for the 
future of online learning.  
Based on previous research, student engagement is an essential component to creating a 
sense of community and reducing feelings of isolation, which often lead to online student 
attrition (Ali & Smith, 2015; Bowers & Kumar, 2015; McMahon, 2013). Improving student 
engagement can be challenging due to the complicated nature of the construct and the self-
directed nature of the online learning environment (Dixson, 2010; Kahu, 2013; Pittaway, 2012). 
One potential method for improving student engagement is the use of instructor social presence 
to create an instructor-student relationship and humanize the online course, so it is conducive to 
student participation and motivation (Bowers & Kumar, 2015; Glazier, 2016; Kushnir & Berry, 
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2014; Phirangee et al., 2016). Through the instructor-student relationship, student learning 
behaviors can be shaped to help students be more successful in the online classroom (Pazzaglia 
et al., 2016; Tomas et al., 2015). Developing teaching methodology for enhancing instructor 
social presence and student engagement in an online course is important to online faculty and 
institutions (Allen et al., 2016; Xu & Jaggars, 2014). The intent of the present study was to 
examine the use of asynchronous video to increase student engagement and instructor social 
presence in a fully online course. 
 Previous qualitative and mixed method research has concluded that asynchronous video 
may be a viable method for increasing instructor social presence and student engagement in 
blended or online classrooms (Borup et al., 2014; Draus et al., 2014; Glazier, 2016). Borup et al. 
(2014) indicated that asynchronous video was effective for increasing instructor social presence 
based on qualitative study, but demonstrated no significant difference through quantitative 
analysis. Draus et al. (2014) concluded that asynchronous video was more effective at increasing 
student engagement in an online course, but did not consider the increased instructor interaction 
that took place in the discussion boards of the asynchronous video group. 
The present study, much like previous research, found no quantitative significant 
difference in instructor social presence based on the use of asynchronous video. Unlike previous 
studies, the present study found that text-based communication was more effective than 
asynchronous video for increasing student engagement in an online class. Additional 
investigation is necessary to determine whether asynchronous video can impact student 
perceptions of instructor social presence and student engagement in a fully online course. Based 
on the analysis of the instructor social presence items, it appears that the text-based group 
perceived that the instructor promoted an atmosphere of sharing more than the asynchronous 
Running head: VIDEO, INSTRUCTOR SOCIAL PRESENCE, ENGAGEMENT 92 
 
 
 
video group. Additional investigation through mixed method analysis may provide insight about 
how types of communication in an online environment is perceived by students, and what factors 
affect students’ perceptions of instructor social presence. The current study focused on how the 
type of communication may impact perceptions of instructor social presence, which is a 
combination of teaching presence and social presence. Additional investigation may include 
analysis of the impact of type of communication on perceived instructor social presence, social 
presence, and teaching presence, in concert with student engagement. Such an investigation may 
help determine whether asynchronous video can influence one area of the Community of Inquiry 
framework more than another, and how those interactions shape student engagement.  
 The results of the current study indicate that text-based communication may be the 
preferred method for increasing student engagement in voluntary discussion forums, in a fully 
online course. Due to limitations in the study, the results should be considered cautiously. 
Further investigation is needed to understand the unique results found in this research. Knowing 
how to utilize educational technology, such as asynchronous video, to enhance perceptions of 
instructor social presence and student engagement is important to the future of online learning. 
Utilizing an appropriate type of communication to enhance the instructor-student relationship 
and to improve student learning behaviors is important as online education enrollments grow and 
the demand for positive student outcomes increases (Ali & Smith, 2015; Atchley et al., 2013). 
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Appendix A: Permission Granting Access to University Students and Materials  
 
Appendix B: Instructor Social Presence Survey 
Instructor Social Presence Scale 
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Directions: This survey should take approximately 10 minutes of your time. Thinking only about 
the primary instructor, Kayla Collins, and the course Domain of Occupational Therapy, rate the 
following items using a 5-point scale: 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=neutral, 4= agree, 5= 
strongly agree. Thank you for taking part in this survey. 
1. My instructor is a caring person with the students. 
2. My instructor is a "real person" with the students.  
3. My instructor is NOT professional with the students.  
4. My instructor is humble with the students.  
5. My instructor does NOT provide open communications. 
6. My instructor does NOT create unity.  
7. My instructor creates an attitude of sharing.  
8. My instructor creates an attitude of group encouragement. 
9. My instructor does NOT draw the class together. 
10. My instructor grades my performance fairly.  
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Appendix D: Weekly Announcement Structural Outline 
The following outline for the first and second announcement of the week will be followed 
for each week’s announcements in both sections of the course. The layout is based on research 
discussing the construct of instructor social presence and the attributes an instructor displays to 
enhance instructor social presence such as using the students’ names, providing organization and 
structure, setting expectations, and showing concern for the students (Borup et al., 2014; 
Lowenthal, 2016; Richardson et al., 2016) 
The first interaction each week (text or video) will include:  
• Instructor greeting 
• Summary of content or assignments completed since the last announcement. 
• Clarification of any questions, concerns, or issues since last announcement. 
• Summary of content to be worked on and goals until next announcement. 
• Salutation and reminder to participate in voluntary discussion. 
The second interaction each week (text or video) will include: 
• Instructor greeting 
• Acknowledgment of any student achievements or recognition of exemplary work 
since the last announcement. 
• Provision of additional resources, an example, or anecdote to support content. 
• Summary of content to be worked on and goals until next unit announcement.  
• Salutation and reminder to participate in voluntary discussion. 
 
 
